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The mediating role of rumination in the relationship between transgression severity and
interpersonal forgiveness

Abstract
The ability to forgive an individual who has wronged one self has been found to
relate to one’s appraisal of the severity of the wrong or transgression (Boon & Holmes,
1999). The more severe a transgression is appraised, the less likely one is to forgive the
transgression. However, some individuals who experience severe transgressions are able
to forgive while others are not. This study evaluated rumination as a mediator in the
relationship between transgression severity and interpersonal forgiveness. In other
words, repeated, intrusive cognitions about an event (i.e., rumination), was proposed as
one factor which may partially explain this variability in individuals’ likelihood to
forgive severe transgressions.
One-hundred and thirty nine students participated in this study by completing a
web-based questionnaire. Participants described an experience they had in the past 12
months in which they were wronged and/or hurt. Transgression severity was assessed by
participants’ subjective appraisal and a criteria-based measure which was developed.
Participants’ thoughts, images and/or feelings related to the transgression were assessed
by several quantitative measures as well as a qualitative measure. Overall, study results
supported a mediating role of rumination in the relationship between transgression
severity and likelihood to forgive. Discussed are the clinical implications of rumination
as a forgiveness-hindering variable and the possibility of intervening at the level of the
rumination.
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The mediating role of rumination in the relationship between transgression severity and
interpersonal forgiveness

Forgiveness has been examined in the literature differently depending on the focus
of the transgression. For example, some research has examined forgiveness of an event
such as the Holocaust and Apartheid (e.g., Exline, Yali, & Lobel, 1999), some has
examined forgiveness of self (e.g., Macaskill, Maltby, & Day, 2002), and still other
research has specifically looked at forgiveness of an offender (e.g., McCullough, Hoyt, &
Rachal, 2000). The psychological research literature has generally studied forgiveness in
the context of dyadic relationships (e.g., McCullough, Rachal, Sandage, Worthington,
Brown, & Hight, 1998) as well as on an mfrapersonal (within-individual) level (e.g.,
Macaskill et al, 2002). The majority of the psychological research has also examined
forgiveness from the perspective of the forgiver, although a small number of studies have
looked at forgiveness from the perspective of the forgiven or perpetrator (e.g.,
Zechmesiter, & Romero, 2002).
There is no universally accepted definition of forgiveness, but there appears to be
a general consensus on what forgiveness is not. For instance, forgiveness is not
reconciliation, forgetting, or pardoning another’s action(s) (McCullough, Pargament, &
Thoresen, 2000; Enright, 1991). Forgiveness is also not a mere dissipation of hurt over
time. Rather, forgiveness entails a multidimensional process of changes in the victim’s
cognitions, affect, behavior, and motivation towards an offender. Most researchers agree
that when forgiveness emerges, it emerges irrespective of issues related to a duty to
forgive, or due to the offender’s merit or deserving such forgiveness (e.g., Standard,
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Thoresen, Harris, Benisovich, & Luskin, 2001). In summary, forgiveness may be broadly
conceptualized as replacing one’s negative thoughts, feelings, and/or behaviors towards
an offender with neutral or positive thoughts, feelings and/or behavior.
While there appears to be this generally agreed upon broad conceptualization of
forgiveness in the literature, the term forgiveness has been used in several different ways.
It has been used to refer to an action, a process, a state, or a disposition (Worthington,
1998; Exline, Baumeister, Bushman, Campbell, & Finkel, 2000; Brown, 2003).
Definitional differences tend to relate to the relative emphasis researchers place on
forgiveness as primarily involving emotional, motivational, cognitive, or behavioral
aspects. There are currently three major conceptual models of forgiveness, associated
with Enright (Enright, & Coyle, 1998), Worthington (1998) and McCullough
(McCullough, Sandage, & Worthington, 1997). These conceptual models are reviewed
here to orient the reader.
Conceptual Models o f Forgiveness
Enright’s Model o f Forgiveness
Enright defines forgiveness as “a willingness to abandon one’s right to
resentment, negative judgment, and indifferent behavior toward one who unjustly hurt us
while fostering the undeserved qualities of compassion, generosity, and even love toward
him or her” (Enright, & Coyle, 1998, pp. 46-47). In other words, forgiveness involves
the victim foregoing their right to negative thoughts and feelings towards their
transgressor and instead choosing to view the offender with good will.
According to Enright’s model, empathy or the ability to cognitively and
affectively relate to the perpetrator, is imperative in forgiveness. Enright claims that
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developing an emotional identification with the offender and fostering a willingness to
show compassion are what compel the victim to forego their right to negative thoughts,
feelings, and abandon retaliatory actions (Enright, 1994).
Also according to Enright’s model, forgiveness is a developmental process. Each
stage involves changes in an individual’s affective, cognitive, and behavioral aspects
towards a perpetrator (Enright, 1991). Affectively, negative emotions (i.e., anger,
bitterness, sadness) are replaced by neutral emotions which over time are replaced with
positive affect (i.e., agape). Likewise cognitively, judgmental, revenge-laden thoughts,
and behaviorally, retaliatory or revenge acts are abandoned. Thus, Enright’s model of
forgiveness emphasizes interplay of cognitive, emotional and behavioral changes that
occur over time.
Worthington’s Model o f Forgiveness
Like Enright, Worthington’s model conceptualizes forgiveness as a
developmental process. Worthington (1998) also agrees with Enright that empathy, both
cognitive and affective, is a necessary component of forgiveness. Worthington argues,
however, that empathy is not sufficient for forgiveness to occur, and instead he argues
that humility and commitment are also necessary components of forgiveness.
Worthington sums forgiveness as “initiated by empathy for the offender, furthered by
humility in the person who was hurt, and solidified through making a public commitment
to forgiveness” (Worthington, 1998, pp. 63). Humility, recognition of one’s own
weaknesses and/or fallibility, may be necessary in forgiveness either through facilitating
empathy, consequently making forgiveness more likely, or perhaps through facilitating
individuals’ recall of times when they themselves transgressed against another individual
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and sought forgiveness. The final component and step, commitment, is behavioral and
according to Worthington, may range from a private act of crying, to a public declaration
of forgiveness, to asserting forgiveness to a counselor, or to avowing forgiveness to the
offender.
McCullough’s Model o f Forgiveness
The third and final major conceptual model of forgiveness is that of McCullough
and colleagues (McCullough et al., 1997,1998). This conceptual model is unique in that
it defines forgiveness at a motivational level rather than a cognitive, affective or
behavioral level. Although the motivational changes involved in forgiveness may
ultimately result in the cognitive, affective, and behavioral changes that are key to
Enright and Worthington’s models, these changes are seen by McCullough as
consequences of the underlying motivational shifts. Thus, rather than the cognitive,
affective, and behavioral changes being necessary components of forgiveness, they are
secondary to motivational changes.
More specifically, McCullough defines forgiveness occurring with the emergence
of prosocial changes in the victim’s motivations towards their offender (McCullough et
al., 1997). This process begins with two individuals where the behavior of one is
perceived by the other as hurtful and/or offensive. In such situations according to
McCullough, the natural tendency is to become motivated to retaliate and attack back
and/or to avoid the person. Retaliatory behaviors may involve an immediate defensive
assault or future plans for retribution, while avoidance behaviors may range from a
temporary break in contact with the offender to long-term dissolution of the relationship.
Thus, McCullough observes that the natural response to transgressions is developing
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revenge and/or avoidance motivations towards the offender. Forgiveness consequently
represents an incompatible response to these natural tendencies. Instead, the victim who
forgives (a) becomes decreasingly motivated to retaliate against the offender,
(b) becomes decreasingly motivated to maintain estrangement from the offender, and
(c) becomes benevolent and conciliatory toward the offender.
Summary and Conclusions
Whichever way forgiveness is conceptualized, it is an important topic if we accept
two fundamental assumptions of human nature (Fincham, 2000). First, humans are social
creatures who constantly seek relatedness with others. Second, humans are also fallible
creatures. Therefore, part of the human condition is the challenge of maintaining
relatedness with others in the face of these (inevitable) transgressions. Forgiveness
provides one way to deal with this challenge and heal our wounds. Forgiveness has
traditionally been a topic of major religions and in some it is considered a virtue. Thus,
the concept of forgiveness may be imbedded in more values and biases than other
concepts. Acknowledging these inherent biases would be a first step in any discussion on
forgiveness. Review of the psychological research findings implicate negative correlates
of unforgiveness, and positive correlates of forgiveness, respectively, in the context of
individual mental health variables and not merely religious and/or spiritual contexts.
Research Findings
Correlates o f Unforgiveness
Unforgiveness or the sustained holding of a grudge following an interpersonal
offense has been shown to be associated with a host of negative outcomes (e.g., Berry, &
Worthington, 2001; Maltby, Mackaskill, & Day, 2001) including negative long-term
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physical and mental health variables. For example, in a study by Witvliet, Ludwig, and
Vander Laan (2001) participants who imagined holding a grudge towards an offender and
subsequently experienced anger showed significantly greater facial tension (in the brow)
in comparison with control participants who imagined they had forgiven the offender.
Furthermore, Witvliet et al. (2001) found that refusing to forgive not only elicited, but
also perpetuated high levels of anger in individuals, resulting in heightened SNS arousal
and cardiovascular reactivity. These physical correlates consequently indirectly increase
individuals’ general vulnerability to a number of health risks, including an increased
heart rate and elevated systolic and diastolic blood pressure (Sinha, Lovallo, & Parsons,
1992). Anger, a main consequence of unforgiveness, has serious harmful consequences,
both when internalized, and when externalized. For example, when anger is internalized,
it leads to depression and anxiety (Duarte, & Thompson, 1999; Gratch, Bassett, & Attra,
1995), and when externalized, it leads to aggression.
Denying forgiveness may also negatively impact physical health through
increasing interpersonal stress. Interpersonal stress has been found to negatively affect
the biological systems, including the immune, nervous, cardiovascular, and metabolic
systems (McEwen, & Magarinos, 2001). In a study by Berry and Worthington (2001),
participants were asked to imagine critical moments in their marital relationships. Those
with an unforgiving personality style (low trait forgiveness) showed a tendency to reflect
on unhappy relationship moments and had elevated cortisol production, suggesting an
acute stress reaction. Thus, unforgiveness and in this case an unforgiving personality
negatively impacts physical health through increasing interpersonal stress.
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In addition to the effects of unforgiveness on facilitating anger and interpersonal
stress, a failure to forgive others has been found to be positively correlated with social
introversion, social dysfunction, and psychoticism (Maltby et al., 2001). Furthermore,
unforgiveness impacts adjustment following difficult experiences. For example, using a
sample of individuals who lost a loved one by an unnatural mean (e.g., car accident due
to a drunk driver), Weinberg (1994) found that those who harbored thoughts of revenge
(or unforgiveness) had significantly lower scores on a single-item measure of adjustment
than participants who had forgiven the offender. Thus, the association of unforgiveness
with anger, interpersonal stress, and physical health outcome variables has been
repeatedly reported in the literature.
Correlates o f Forgiveness
The literature reports consistent association of forgiveness with a broad array of
positive outcomes, including physical and mental health variables. Given that
forgiveness has traditionally been considered a virtue as noted, we might expect to find it
is associated with social desirability. Some researchers, in fact, found forgiveness to be
positively correlated with measures of social desirability (Mauger, Perry, Freeman,
Grove, McBride, & McKinney, 1992; Maltby et al., 2001). For example, Mauger et al.
(1992) found that failure to forgive others and failure to forgive one’s self were
significantly negatively correlated with social desirability, and also associated with social
introversion and alienation. The association between forgiveness and social desirability,
however, has not been consistently found in all research (e.g., Maltby et al, 2001).
In terms of mental health, individuals high on trait forgiveness are less vulnerable
to depression and anxiety (Seybold, Hill, Neuman, & Chi, 2001) and more likely to report
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relationship satisfaction (Mauger et al, 1992; Salman, 2002; Subkoviak, Enright, Wu,
Gassin, Freedman, Olson, & Sarinopoulous, 1995). Furthermore, trait forgiveness has
also been found to be significantly positively correlated with the personality trait of
agreeableness, which is associated with harmonious interpersonal functioning. High trait
forgiveness has also been found to be negatively correlated with neuroticism, emotional
lability, and negative affect (McCullough, & Worthington, 2000). Results from a
nationwide survey of elderly individuals by Krause and Ellison (2003) showed trait
forgiveness was associated with a greater sense of psychological well-being, and fewer
depressive symptoms (i.e., sad affect, somatic disruptions).
Interpersonal forgiveness, similarly, has been reported to be associated with
positive outcomes. For example, in a cross-sectional survey conducted with divorced
and/or permanently separated mothers, forgiveness was found to be linked with
reductions in depressive symptoms (Aschleman, 1996). The extent to which the mothers,
who had children aged 10 to 13 years old, forgave their ex-partner for their hurtful and/or
offensive behavior was found to negatively correlate with the number of reported
depressive symptoms. Thus, the association of forgiveness to individuals’ physical and
psychiatric health has been well supported by the literature.
These findings support the notion that forgiveness may provide individuals with a
constructive alternative to retaliation in the face of emotional injuries (Boon, & Sulsky,
1997; McCullough, 1997; McCullough, Rachal, Sandage, Worthington, Brown, & Hight,
1998; Weiner, Graham, Peter, & Zmuidinas, 1991). Thus, forgiveness has a potential
restorative power within the individual (e.g., bruised self-image or self-esteem) as well as
in repairing relationships as suggested by results from outcome studies. For example,
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several forgiveness interventions which implemented techniques to facilitate forgiveness
related to a specific transgression have produced similar results in the reduction of
depressive symptoms and anger (e.g., Ostemdorf, 2000; Al-Mabuk, Enright, & Cardis,
1995; Heble, & Enright, 1993; Lin, 2002). In Al-Mabuk et al.’s study (1995), students
who at the beginning of the intervention viewed their childhoods as deprived of parental
love and affection showed decreases in trait depression when they forgave their parents
after the intervention. Likewise, in another forgiveness intervention study by Heble and
Enright (1993) using a sample of elderly females, significantly lower depression scores at
posttest were found when a main therapy target involved helping them forgive a person
who seriously wounded them in the past. Therefore, the results from these forgiveness
intervention and clinical case studies have consistently supported and enumerated the
psychological benefits of forgiveness in leading to reductions in anger, anxiety, and
depression in clients (Hunter, 1978; Kaufman, 1984; Fitzgibbons, 1986).
In addition to the literature supporting positive and negative outcomes associated
with forgiveness and unforgiveness, respectively, research has identified several variables
that are associated with the degrees of forgiveness an individual demonstrates. Those
found to consistently positively correlate with forgiveness are thought of as forgivenessfacilitating variables, whereas those consistently found to negatively correlate with
forgiveness processes are referred to as forgiveness-hindering variables. For example,
contextual relationship variables including the level of relationship closeness and
commitment have been found to be positively correlated with forgiveness (Fincham,
Paleari, & Regalia, 2002) and consequently are forgiveness-facilitating factors. In other
words, the more committed and close one is to their perpetrator both before and after the
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transgression, the more likely interpersonal forgiveness will occur. Another robust
forgiveness-facilitating variable identified in the literature is empathy. Individuals who
report forgiving a specific transgression also report a significant degree of empathy
towards their offender (Darby, & Schlenker, 1982; McCullough et al., 1997,1998;
Worthington et al., 2000). The finding that empathy is a robust forgiveness-facilitating
variable has been utilized clinically in forgiveness-interventions through implementing
specific strategies aimed at increasing empathy for example. The research also has
described a number of forgiveness-hindering variables. These include the opposite
continuum of the forgiveness-facilitating variables such as relationship distance and
lower levels of empathy. Research has also found anger, rumination and transgression
severity to be negatively correlated with forgiveness (e.g., Barber, Maltby, & Macaskill,
2005). The purpose of this study is to examine the effects of two forgiveness-hindering
variables, transgression severity and rumination, on interpersonal forgiveness.
Forgiveness-Hindering Factors
Transgression Severity as a Forgiveness Hindering Variable
Boon and Sulsky (1997) showed that transgression severity, the degree that
individuals rate the wrong they experienced, is particularly important when judgments of
forgiveness are under consideration. Research has consistently reported a negative
association between forgiveness and transgression severity (e.g., Fincham, Jackson, &
Beach, 2005; Boon, & Holmes, 1999). Consequently, transgression severity is
considered a robust forgiveness-hindering variable.
A transgression, by definition, entails the experience of harm and/or pain.
Furthermore, the association between forgiveness and transgression severity appears to
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be linear, such that the greater the offense the less likelihood of forgiveness. For
example, Bradfield and Aquino (1999) examined the relationship between transgression
severity and attribution of blame. Their results indicated transgression severity mitigated
individuals’ attribution of blame. In other words, the more severe an offense was
reported to have been, the more blame the victims attributed to their offender.
A complicating feature of the available research on transgression severity
concerns inconsistency in its definition. In some studies for example, transgression
severity has been determined by the inherent wrongness of the transgression or the
severity of the consequence to the victim (e.g., Exline et al, 2000). This relationship
between transgression severity and inherent wrongness and severity of consequence to
the victim seem intuitive and reasonable proxy variables. For example, we can speculate
that it may be harder to forgive those transgressions which we ascertain have more
consequences or influence our lives more profoundly or pervasively, and consequently
judged to be severe. It is not clear, however, given these confounds and inconsistent
operationalization of transgression severity in the existing literature, whether
transgression severity is merely a subjective appraisal or relates to impact, blame or any
other variable. Thus, one aim of this study was to clarify and expand the current
understanding of transgression severity through inclusion of both a subjective measure as
well as a criteria-based measure.
Furthermore, precisely how transgression severity influences forgiveness
processes has not been empirically investigated in the current literature. It is not clear
what other factors, if any, related to transgression severity account for transgression
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severity’s hindering effects on forgiveness processes. One approach to exploring this
type of question is through mediation analysis (Lazarfield, 1955).
In mediation analyses, we begin by looking for other variables also showing a
negative association with forgiveness, and examine whether the predictive power of the
original variable, in this case transgression severity, is significantly reduced once we take
into account this third variable. In other words, we would expect to see a significant
change in the strength of the relationship between transgression severity (predictor) and
forgiveness (outcome) as a function of the mediating variable. In addition to the value of
mediation analyses in expanding the current state of knowledge, research does in fact
suggest a continuous interplay among factors relevant to forgiveness given the
complexity of forgiveness phenomena (Worthington & Wade, 1999). In other words,
there is an appreciation that the chance of a single forgiveness-hindering factor (e.g.,
transgression severity) fully predicting interpersonal forgiveness is highly unlikely. The
aim of this study was to examine rumination as a mediator in the (negative) relationship
between transgression severity and forgiveness.
Rumination as a Forgiveness Hindering Variable
Rumination was hypothesized to act as a mediating variable, partially explaining
the negative association between transgression severity and likelihood to forgive.
Broadly, rumination is defined as repetitive, affect-laden cognitions experienced as
somewhat automatic, and highly intrusive (Caprara, 1986). One way rumination is
measured is by the degree of thought suppression. Thought suppression is the attempt
and act of eliminating unwanted thoughts from awareness. In general, thoughtsuppression studies demonstrate that most individuals are unable to reduce particular
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thoughts from awareness when instructed to do so. Moreover, most individuals
experience a higher frequency of unwanted thoughts after efforts to keep those thoughts
out of awareness than they would if they had never attempted suppression. That
“paradoxical” phenomenon is called the rebound effect (e.g., Wegner, Schneider, Carter,
& White, 1987; Davies, & Clark, 1998). Thus, individuals who use thought suppression
as a self-control strategy may actually increase the frequency of the intrusive thoughts
they are attempting to eliminate. Moreover, some researchers have proposed that the
paradoxical effect of thought suppression is an analogue of psychopathological processes
such as obsessionality and rumination (Rassin, Merckelbach, & Muris, 2000).
Rumination is associated with negative outcomes, including posttraumatic stress
disorder (PTSD; Horowitz, & Solomon, 1975), depression (Nolen-Hoeksema, 1991),
anxiety (Segerstrom, Tsao, Alden, & Craske, 2002) and worry (Knoll, Johnson, Egan,
Carey, & Erickson, 2002). The research suggests that ruminating on negative thoughts
exacerbates and maintains negative feelings (Thomsen, Mehlsen, Christensen, &
Zacharie, 2003). Previous research has shown a consistent positive relationship between
individuals’ report of rumination and depressive symptomology in terms of severity
(Boelen, van den Bout, & van den Hout, 2003) and frequency (Treynor, Gonzalez, &
Nolen-Hoeksema, 2003). For example, in a study by Broderick and Korteland (2004),
rumination predicted later development of depression among a sample of fourth to sixth
graders. Rumination also predicted frequency and duration of depressive episodes among
a non-clinical sample (Papageorgiou, & Wells, 2003). In addition to depressive
symptoms, a second emotion shown to be significantly associated with rumination is
anger. Repeated thinking and rehearsing of negative events may work to intensify and
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prolong the duration and intensity of one’s anger (Simpson, & Papageorgiou, 2003;
Thomsen et al., 2003).
In the forgiveness context, ruminating about interpersonal hurts and offenses is
negatively correlated with an individual’s report of forgiveness. According to
McCullough and colleagues (2001), rumination appears to be a crucial factor in not only
establishing, but also maintaining negative emotion such as hostility and anger which are
antithetical to the forgiveness process. In their longitudinal study with students (N = 91),
rumination scores at baseline were found to be positively correlated with vengefulness,
efforts to suppress thoughts, avoidance motivations, and revenge motivations. At eight
weeks, students who continued to ruminate about the transgression were found to make
considerably less progress in forgiving the transgressor. In contrast, students showing
reductions in rumination from baseline to eight weeks also showed reductions in thought
suppression, avoidance, and revenge motivations. In another study by McCullough and
colleagues that looked at rumination among abuse survivors, rumination was negatively
correlated with likelihood of forgiveness (McCullough, Bellah, Kilpatrick, & Johnson,
2001). For these individuals, ruminating on thoughts, affects, and images associated with
the abuse positively correlated with greater avoidance and revenge motivations toward
their offender. Thus, the results of the research looking at rumination in the context of
interpersonal injuries support the general notion that individuals showing high levels of
rumination also show lower motivation to forgive (McCullough et al., 1998;McCullough,
2000). As people become more forgiving, their tendency to ruminate decreases
(McCullough et al., 1998). This likely also is associated with reduced intensity and
duration of emotional states of hurt and/or harm.
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Given these consistent associations between rumination and prolonged mood state
and lesser motivation to forgive, some research has examined whether different types of
rumination are differentially associated with lack of forgiveness. According to Berry and
colleagues (in press), perseverative thoughts (i.e., rumination) following interpersonal
offenses do in fact vary in content and lead to different mental consequences for the
victim. Berry and colleagues (Berry, Worthington, O’Connor, Les Parrott, & Wade,
2005) have identified two subtypes of rumination: depressive rumination and vengeful
rumination. Depressive rumination relates to self-hateful thoughts and a focus on
sadness. Vengeful rumination, on the other hand, involves repeated thoughts of getting
even or punishing the offender. Unlike depressive rumination, which presumably are
more associated with transgressions perceived as hurtful, vengeful rumination
presumably are more associated with transgressions perceived as offensive and more
likely to provoke anger in the victim. In the context of McCullough’s conceptualization
of forgiveness reviewed earlier, vengeful rumination may plausibly lead to greater
revenge motivations while depressive rumination to avoidance motivations.
A useful explanatory model for understanding the impact of rumination is
Borkovec’s avoidance theory of worry (1994) which has received considerable empirical
support over the years. According to this approach, emotional disclosure and worry act
as antithetical processes to emotional processing. Emotional processing or “emotional
work” is widely recognized as an important therapeutic change component. Thought and
emotion suppression prevent emotional processing and result in the maintenance of
negative emotions. This lack of emotional processing maintains the “power” or impact of
a traumatic experience to continue to cause emotional pain. Perseverative worry or
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rumination

can be seen as a form of this suppression or hindrance of emotional

processing. Thus, while the natural course of emotional processing allows for freely
accessing one’s experiences and their related negative emotions for review (and
reinterpretation) in the presence of new information, rumination appears to prevent that
by arresting the negative affect, making it inaccessible to emotional processing.
According to Worthington and Wade (1999), vengeful rumination appears to play
a significant mediating role in both trait forgiveness and trait anger which suggests it may
play an indirect causal role in promoting lack of forgiveness. It is possible that the more
severe the appraisal of a transgression, the more likely one is to ruminate about it and,
consequently, the less likely one is to forgive an offender. This potential (partial)
mediation role of rumination in the relationship between transgression severity and
forgiveness was the central hypothesis of this study.
Purpose and Hypotheses
The purpose of this study was to examine the relationship between transgression
severity, rumination, and forgiveness. More specifically, the central aim of this study
was to examine the effects of two robust forgiveness-hindering factors, transgression
severity and rumination, on likelihood to forgive. The central hypothesis of this study
implicated a mediating effect of rumination in the (negative) relationship between
transgression severity and forgiveness. The literature provides some support for a
mediation role of rumination: forgiveness has been found to be negatively correlated with
transgression severity (e.g., Boon et al., 1997), rumination has been found to be
negatively correlated with forgiveness (e.g., McCullough et al., 2001), and transgression
severity has been found to be positively correlated with rumination (e.g., Worthington, &
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Wade, 1999). These patterns of associations previously reported are consistent with a
mediation framework in which rumination explains the association observed between
transgression severity and forgiveness.
The value of this study lies not just in simultaneously examining the effects of
two forgiveness-hindering variables (i.e., transgression severity and rumination) and
consequently enhancing theory and understanding, but also in the resultant clinical
implications. Support for a mediating effect of rumination in the relationship between
transgression severity and forgiveness suggests benefits of targeting rumination in
forgiveness interventions. Thus, while the severity of a transgression can not be changed,
rumination is amenable to change.
In accordance with Baron and Kenny’s (1986) criteria for a variable to be
considered a mediator, four separate hypotheses were tested. The first criterion requires
the predictor variable to significantly affect the potential mediator variable. Thus,
Hypothesis 1 was that transgression severity would be significantly (positively)
correlated with rumination. Two separate measures of transgression severity, a
subjective measure and a criteria-based measure, were included. Described in greater
detail in a later section, subjective transgression severity was based on participants’
ratings of the degree of hurt of their perpetrator’s action while criteria-based
transgression severity was obtained from judge ratings using a coding scale. Given the
aforementioned dearth of empirical exploration of transgression severity, it was hoped
that differentiating between subjective and criteria-based transgression severity will be
helpful in refining our understanding of the construct and delineating differences, if any.
Baron and Kenny’s second criterion assessing mediation requires the predictor variable to
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significantly affect the dependent variable. In this study, this criterion requires

transgression severity significantly correlate with participants’ likelihood to forgive
(TRIM-18 scores). Thus, Hypothesis 2 was that transgression severity will be
significantly correlated with likelihood to forgive. The measure of forgiveness utilized in
this study assesses likelihood to forgive (TRIM-18) with high scores indicating a lower
likelihood to forgive. Consequently, it was hypothesized that transgression severity will
be positively correlated with TRIM-18- scores. The third criterion assessing mediation,
Hypothesis 3, is that rumination (the potential mediator) would also significantly affect
likelihood to forgive (dependent variable). Thus, a positive correlation between
rumination and TRIM-18 scores was expected. Rumination, referring to cognitions,
images or emotions that are cyclical and/or intrusive, was assessed by different ways,
including a state and trait level, in order to provide opportunity for examining the topic in
greater detail. On a state level, participants reported on general rumination as well as
what has been termed vengeful rumination, thought contents with a characteristic
vengeful theme. Trait rumination, on the other hand, refers to individuals’ propensity to
experience these intrusions in cognitions, images and emotions irrespective of specific
situations. No differential hypotheses were made concerning state and trait rumination,
but rather merely that rumination would be positively correlated with TRIM-18 scores
(indicating a lower likelihood to forgive). Furthermore, individuals described their
thoughts in an open-format that was used to qualitatively analyze the ruminative content.
No specific hypotheses were made concerning ruminative content and this variable and
analysis was included as an exploratory variable. The fourth, and final criterion in
support of mediation as outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986) requires demonstration that
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the relationship between the predictor, transgression severity, and participants’ likelihood
to forgive (dependent measure) to be less (partial mediation) or no longer significant
(complete mediation) after taking out the variance attributed by the potential mediator,
rumination. Thus, Hypothesis 4 stated that the relationship between transgression
severity and likelihood to forgive (TRIM-18 scores) would be either less or no longer
significant when the effects of rumination are taken into account. Thus, based on these
hypothesized relationships between transgression severity, rumination, and likelihood to
forgive, a partial or complete mediation effect of rumination was proposed.
Two measures, depression and social desirability, were also included. With
respect to depression, given that the central purpose of this study was to examine whether
rumination partially explains the association between transgression severity and
forgiveness, there was a need to statistically control for the covariation of rumination and
depression. In other words, the question was whether rumination explains the (negative)
association between transgression severity and forgiveness over and beyond any
influences which depression may have. Similarly, the inclusion of a measure of social
desirability was for purposes of examining potential response biases as noted by previous
research.
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M ETH OD

Participants
A total of 139 (22 male and 117 female) undergraduate students participated in
this study through the University of Windsor research participant pool. Participants
ranged in age from 18 to 50 years with a mean age of 23 years. In exchange for
participation, participants received bonus marks directed towards one of their psychology
courses. Participants were deemed eligible to participate if they answered yes to the
question “Have you been psychologically or emotionally hurt by someone in the past 12
months? ” This undergraduate university sample was selected based on convenience and
availability. Previous research indicates that the ability to fully understand forgiveness
emerges after high school (e.g., Enright, Santos, & Al-Mabuk, 1989) and therefore,
university-aged students are appropriate subjects for the investigation of forgiveness
processes.
Procedure
This study utilized a web-based questionnaire following approval of the
University of Windsor ethics board. Information on the study, including the eligibility
screening question, was posted on the undergraduate research pool system. Participants
were directed to the study website, provided with more comprehensive information on
the study, and indicated consent to participate. Steps were taken to ensure the security of
the internet site. The website was constructed on a secure University o f Windsor server,

and participants could only access the study with their unique username and password.
In addition, once the entire questionnaire was completed the website was designed to
prevent re-entry. Participants were verbally instructed to complete the entire
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questionnaire in one sitting but in the event that they did not, the website was designed to
allow them re-entry to the section they last completed. Finally, to help maintain the
security of the questionnaires, participants could not go back to a previous page. This
security measure was put into place to help prevent the participants from copying out the
questionnaires. After completion of the questionnaire, participants were provided with a
debriefing form (Appendix IX), further explaining the purpose of the study and a contact
list of mental health resources to use should they experience discomfort after completing
the study.
Measures
All of the measures used were self report questionnaires completed online by the
participants. Presented is a description of all the measures used separated into two
categories: quantitative and qualitative measures. Quantitative measures were those
developed by other researchers and involved forced-entry responses. Two qualitative
measures, criteria-based transgression severity and rumination narratives, were also
included and described below.
Quantitative Measures
Demographic and Background Variables. Participants completed a demographics
questionnaire. The questionnaire gathered information on age, sex, education level,
ethnicity, and religious affiliation or spiritual orientation. Also gathered was information
on participants’ religious or spiritual practices, including the frequency of their
participation in communal religious or spiritual activities, the frequency of their
participation in private religious or spiritual activities, and the degree and type of their
relationship to an organized religion or spiritual group (i.e., ranging from active
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participation, high level o f involvement to disdain and negative reaction to religion or
spiritual tradition).
Subjective Transgression Severity. Transgression severity refers to the severity

of the transgression participants reported on. Two measures of transgression severity,
subjective and criteria-based, were included in this study. For both measures,
participants were instructed to think of an individual who has wronged them in the past
12 months and asked to provide the initials of this individual. The individual’s initials
were inserted throughout the measures as a memory priming strategy.
Subjective Transgression Severity was obtained through a single self-report item.
Participants were asked “How would you rate the level of transgression/offensive and/or
hurtful behavior...” that the individual committed. Participants rated the transgression on
a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from very small to very large. The use of a single selfreport item assessing transgression severity is acceptable and has been used in previous
research (e.g., Boon, & Sulsky, 1997). An item assessing participants’ subjective rating
of the impact of the transgression experienced was also included. This measure was not
considered as assessing transgression severity. Rather, it was considered an additional
measure to prevent confounding impact or consequence to the victim from severity and
was used in post hoc analyses.
Transgression-Related Contextual Variables. Other items related to the
transgression were assessed. These included the time since the transgression occurred,
history of prior transgressions within the relationship, the type of relationship, level of
commitment and closeness before and after the transgression, current contact, and
apology.
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Rumination. Different measures of rumination were included in this study. Two
quantitative measures, the Revised Impact of Event Scale and Dissipation Rumination
Scale, assess rumination on a state and trait level, respectively. The inclusion of different
measures of rumination was motivated by prior research (e.g., Siegle, Steinhauer, Carter,
& Thase, 2003) which suggests that different scales may measure different constructs or
types of rumination, and consequently the recommendation that several measures of
rumination be used. In addition, a free-response measure of rumination was included
(described in the qualitative measures section that follows) and used for qualitative
analysis of ruminative content.
Revised Impact of Events Scale
In this study, rumination is hypothesized to be negatively associated with
likelihood to forgive and positively associated with transgression severity ratings.
In other words, rumination scores were expected to be positively correlated with
scores on the Transgression-Related Motivations Inventory (a measure of
unforgiveness motivations indicating lower likelihood to forgive; Hypothesis 3).
Based on prior research and a pattern of reported associations, rumination in this
study is hypothesized to mediate the relationship between transgression severity
and forgiveness (Hypothesis 4).
The Revised Impact of Events Scale (Revised IES; Horowitz, Wilner, &
Alvarez, 1979; Appendix IV) is a broadly applicable self-report measure designed
to assess current subjective distress related to a specific life event. The original
normalization of the scale involved participants who all experienced the same
stressful life event (dissecting a cadaver). According to Horowitz, being exposed
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to a stressful situation has two major consequences. First, memories related to the
stressful event(s) resurface into people’s mind and take the form of intrusive
rumination. Second, people develop avoidance reactions such as thought
suppression, denial, and numbness. The Revised IES is an inventory designed to
measure these central responses to traumatic events.
The inventory contains 15 items, 7 of which measure intrusive symptoms
(intrusive thoughts, nightmares, intrusive feelings, and imagery), and the
remaining 8 items assess avoidance symptoms (numbing of responsiveness,
avoidance of feelings, situations, and ideas). The IES-Intrusion scale assess non
voluntary occurrences, low control and disturbance of ongoing activities as a
result of the negative event while the IES-Avoidance scale items assess the range
of (compensatory) avoidance behaviors that are the result of the negative event.
Scoring of the IES yields a total subjective stress score as well as two subscale
scores, Intrusion and Avoidance, which evidence moderate to high levels of
correlations. Respondents are asked to rate the items on a 4-point Likert scale
according to how often each has occurred in the past 7 days. A response of 0 is
not at all, 1 is rarely, 3 is sometimes, and 5 is often. In this study, the IES
instructions were modified to reference the specific transgression that participants
described and asked to answer the items (i.e. the intrusive or avoidant thoughts) in
reference to that transgression. High scores on the IES reflect a high level of
general rumination related to the transgression.
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Dissipation Rumination Scale
A second measure of rumination was obtained in this study by using the
Dissipation Rumination Scale (DRS; Caprara, 1986; Appendix VI), a 20 item
self-report scale. The DRS items (15 scored and 5 filler items which are
discarded) are designed to assess revenge-laden ruminative thinking following an
interpersonal offense. Low scores on the DRS continuum indicate a tendency for
dissipation or ‘shrugging off of insults or offenses with little rumination whereas
high DRS scores reflect tendencies toward an increasing desire for retaliation over
time. According to Caprara (1986), increasing desire for retaliation can be used to
infer rumination about the transgression. More specifically, desire for retaliation
is indicative of vengeful rumination.
The DRS is designed as a trait measure. Items include “When I am
outraged, the more I think about it, the angrier I become”, “I can remember very
well the last time I was insulted” and “Sometimes I can’t sleep because of a
wrong done to me.” The DRS has been reported to have good internal
consistency, and has been validated using structural models and correlations with
associated variables such as violence, emotional susceptibility, and fear of
punishment (Caprara, Manzi, & Perugini, 1992). Given that the DRS is a trait
measure of individuals’ rumination-dissipation tendencies, a 5 item subset of the
DRS was adopted to assess a state level of vengeful rumination. Five DRS items
(Appendix X) were used to create this subscale and the instructions were modified
such that participants were asked to think of the specific transgression in question
when considering the questions.
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Beck Depression Inventory-II. A measure of depression was included in this
study given the aforementioned association between rumination and depression. An
important question of this study was to assess the hypothesized relationships between
rumination, transgression severity and forgiveness excluding the effects of other factors,
such as depression.
The Beck Depression Inventory-II, a revision of the original (Beck, Ward,
Mendelson, Mock, & Erbaugh, 1961) Beck Depression Inventory, was used. The BDI-II,
a self-report questionnaire consisting of 21 statements related to depression
symptomology (Appendix V), is a widely used measure assessing severity of depression
symptoms with high previously reported internal consistency among clinical populations.
The BDI-II has also been validated as an indicator of dysphoria among a non-clinical
undergraduate sample (Beck, Steer, & Garbin, 1988) with similarly high coefficient
alphas ranging between .89 and .91 (e.g., Beck, Steer, Ball, & Ranieri, 1996). Thus, the
BDI-II was deemed appropriate to be used with the present undergraduate sample.
Participants were instructed to select the appropriate statement in each item as it
applies to them over the past two weeks. With the exception of two items (16 and 18),
there is a four-point scale for each item ranging from 0 to 3. For example, concerning
mood, participants are asked to choose from among the statements: “I do not feel sad”
(score of 0), “I feel sad much of the time” (1 point), “I am sad all the time” (2 points), “I
am so sad or unhappy that I can’t stand it” (3 points). Scores can range from 0 to 63 and
according to agreed-upon severity cut offs, a score range of 0-13 is considered minimal,
14-19 is mild, 20-28 moderate, and 29-63 severe depression symptomology.
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Marlowe-Crowne 2(10) Social Desirability Scale. Given the aforementioned
possible relationship between social desirability and forgiveness, a measure to assess and
control for possible response bias was included. The Marlowe-Crowne 2(10) Social
Desirability Scale (Appendix VII) is a 10-item scale that is a short version of the original
Marlowe-Crowne social desirability scale (Crowne, & Marlowe, 1960). It is considered a
viable substitute for the original 33-items. The Marlowe-Crowne 2(10) Social
Desirability Scale has a previously reported Cronbach alpha of .80 and has been shown to
be a reliable and valid measure of social desirability (e.g., Andrews, & Meyer, 2003).
The Marlowe-Crowne 2(10) Social Desirability Scale includes items such “I
never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble”, and “ I have never
intensely disliked anyone”. Participants’ scores on the scale are obtained by tallying up
the number of responses that matched the social desirable response (e.g., responding True
to the above items). A perfect score of 10 would be considered highly suggestive of
socially desirable responding.
Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations 18. Transgression
Related Interpersonal Motivations (McCullough et al., 1998; TRIM-18; Appendix III) is
an 18-item self-report measure used to assess forgiveness motivations. The TRIM-18 is
designed to measure the likelihood to forgive based on McCullough and colleagues’
conceptualization of forgiveness as consisting of (a) decreased motivation for revenge,
(b) decreased motivation for avoidance, and (c) increased motivation for benevolence. It
focuses on interpersonal forgiveness of a specific offense and yields an overall
motivation (i.e., likelihood) to forgive score and three subscale scores assessing three
forgiveness-relevant motivations: Avoidance motivation, Revenge motivation and
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Benevolence motivation. The scales’ internal consistencies and reliabilities (Cronbach

alphas) have been reported to be .80, .84, and .89, respectively (McCullough et al., 1998).
Items are rated on a 5-point Likert scale where 1 indicates strongly disagree and 5
indicates strongly agree.
Items in the Avoidance subscale (6 items) assess a respondent’s motivation to
avoid a transgressor. Items include “I keep as much distance between us as possible” and
“I avoid him/her.” These items are high on face validity. Items in the Revenge subscale
(6 items) include “I wish that something bad would happen to him/her”, and “I am going

to get even.” These subscale items assess a respondent’s motivation to seek revenge
following a transgression. Items that make up the Benevolence subscale (6 items) assess
a respondent’s positive or benevolent motivation towards a transgressor. This subscale
includes the items “I have released my anger so I could work on restoring our
relationship to health” and “Although he/she hurt me, I put the hurts aside so we can
resume our relationship.” A high score on the TRIM-18 indicates a state of unforgiveness
or low likelihood of forgiveness. More specifically, high TRIM-18 scores indicate more
motivations for revenge and avoidance, and low benevolent motivations. Low scores on
the TRIM-18 indicate a state of forgiveness or greater likelihood to forgive, marked by
low revenge and avoidance motivations, and high benevolent motivations.
Qualitative Measures
Two qualitative measures, criteria-based transgression severity and ruminative
content, were included in this study. While the measure of transgression severity,
criteria-based, falls as part of the study hypotheses, no specific hypotheses were made
with respect to the measure assessing ruminative content. Instead, this measure of
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ruminative content (described below) was included as an exploratory variable and
qualitative analyses performed. According to qualitative research publishing guidelines
(Elliot, Fischer, & Rennie, 1999), it is impossible to set aside one’s own perspective
totally. Consequently, a guideline of qualitative research publishing according to Elliot
and colleagues (1999) is “owning one’s perspective” and informing the reader of any
potential influences and/or biases. Thus, it is useful to begin with some information on
myself, the principal investigator, who conducted the qualitative analyses.
I am a 27-year old female graduate student. My theoretical orientation is
humanistic and I have several years of therapy experience. Intrigued by the Positive
Psychology movement and influenced by Christian values, my journey of learning about
forgiveness began several years ago. I appreciate the value of facilitating forgiveness in
some situations as the research findings support, and from a clinical perspective I am
interested in those variables which hinder forgiveness. I hypothesized that rumination
may partially explain the negative relationship observed between transgression severity
and forgiveness. Thus, I anticipated that ruminating would provide a partial explanation
as to why the more severe the transgression is, the less likely was forgiveness. I did not
hypothesize or anticipate effects related to a specific ruminative content or type of
rumination. In addition, given the exploratory nature of the criteria-based transgression
severity measure, my hypotheses were consistent with those proposed for subjective
transgression severity. In other words, I expected that transgression severity would be
positively correlated with rumination (Hypothesis 1), transgression severity would be
positively correlated with TRIM-18 scores (i.e., lower likelihood to forgive; Hypothesis
2 ), and that the (negative) relationship between transgression severity and forgiveness
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would be either less or no longer significant once rumination is taken into account
(Hypothesis 4). Prior to the present research, I had no direct experience in performing
qualitative analyses. Training consisted of reading relevant sources of information and
consulting with senior faculty, one of whom has direct experience in this area.
Criteria-based Transgression Severity. As noted, a second measure assessing the
severity of a transgression, criteria-based transgression severity, was included in this
study. Following the instruction to think of an individual who has wronged them in the
past 12 months, participants were asked to provide a written description of what the
person did that they found offensive and/or hurtful in a minimum of 50 words and
maximum of 200. The participants’ written descriptions of the transgression were coded
as falling on a 5-point ordinal Likert scale: very small, small, medium, large and very
large transgression severity.
The coding scale and coding rules (Appendix VIII) was developed prior to data
collection. The coding scale included an assessment of several dimensions, including
intentionality (e.g., blatant intention), effect on trust, effect on the relationship, effect on
life, and others’ knowledge (e.g., resulting in humiliation, shame or embarrassment). The
dimensions used in developing the coding scale were supported in part by previous
research findings implicating them in forgiveness processes (e.g., Bradfield, & Aquino,
1999; Boon, & Sulsky, 1997) and in part by clinical relevance. Three coding rules were
applied to the complete sample. The coding rules involved a compensatory rating when a
transgression had a dimension characteristic of a higher severity rating but the remainder
of the transgression description matched a lower severity rating. To compensate, the
final rating of the transgression was bumped one level higher.
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The first compensatory coding rule concerned blatant intention, the second history
of prior transgressions in the relationship, and the third anything involving children
and/or sexual rights. For example, a transgression indicating blatant intention, rape,
violation of children or multiple transgressions was given one level higher rating of
severity than that given based on the other dimensions. Development of these coding
rules was guided primarily by clinical considerations. Sexual violations, for example,
constitute a higher degree of violation given that sexuality is intimately connected to
one’s identity. Likewise, violations concerning children are considered more severe
given that children are a vulnerable population.
The coding procedures involved training the second judge, a graduate student in
clinical psychology, and the use of the complete sample for reliability assessment. More
specifically, training consisted of approximately 6 hours of which 1 hour was a review
and explanation of the coding scale (including definitions of the dimensions) and review
of the coding rules. Also as part of training, twenty transgressions were randomly
selected and coded as part of a training sample. Three sets of training samples were used,
totaling 60 transgressions. Each judge coded the transgressions independently and blind
to other participant information including responses on other measures (e.g., subjective
transgression severity, TRIM-18 scores). Following each training set, the judges met to
compare ratings and assess inter-rater percent agreement. Disagreements were discussed
and resolved. All transgressions were placed in back order and the complete sample was
coded. Coding inconsistencies were resolved, when possible, through discussion or
decided upon by the principal investigator when agreement could not be reached.
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Ruminative Content. Rumination is construed loosely as having repetitive,
intrusive, negative cognitions about an event or circumstance. In addition to the
quantitative measures assessing rumination already described, participants’ ruminative
content was qualitatively analyzed as an exploratory variable. Participants were asked to
provide a written description of their thoughts, feelings, and any images they have when
considering the transgression they experienced. These thoughts, feelings and images may
be about the past, present or future, and could relate to themselves, the other person or
other relationships.
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RESU LTS

SPSS software was used to conduct the mediation analysis, using both subjective
and criteria-based transgression severity as a predictor, and qualitative analyses were
done to examine participants’ ruminative content. The first section presented reports
descriptive statistics, including Means, standard deviations, and Cronbach alphas for all
the measures. Further, the inter correlations for all measures are presented as are post
hoc analyses of the transgression-related contextual factors. The second section reports
the results of the mediation analyses. Within this section, results of the regression
analyses performed to test for the mediating effect of rumination in the relationship
between Subjective Transgression Severity and likelihood to forgive and Criteria-based
Transgression Severity and likelihood to forgive are presented separately. Finally, the
exploratory qualitative analyses of the ruminative content participants reported are
provided. The results section is followed by a summary that presents the results in terms
of the study hypotheses.
Descriptive Statistics
Descriptive statistics were gathered for all measures. Table 1 presents
demographic information on the study participants, including highest level of education,
ethnicity, and religious affiliation.
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TABLE 1
Demographic Information____________________________
Variable
Total (approx %)
Sex
Females
Males
Education Level
First year university
Second year university
Third year university
Fourth year university
Ethnic Background
Caucasian
Asian
African Canadian
Arab
Native
Other
Religious Affiliation
Christian
Atheist
Muslim
Agnostic
Hindu
Spiritual
Sikh
Jewish
Buddhist
Other

117 (84)
22 (16)
28
36
39
36

(20 )
(26)
(28)
(26)

103

(74)
(9)
(5)
(5)
( 1)
(6 )

12

7
7
1

9

90 (65)
12 (9)
10 (7)
8 (6 )
4 (3)
4 (3)
3 (2 )
1 ( 1)
1 ( 1)
2 ( 1)

As shown in Table 1, only 22 males participated in the study. The sample was
evenly distributed among first, second, third and fourth year students. The vast majority
of the sample (n = 103; 74%) reported a Caucasian ethnic background and self-identified
as Christian (n = 90; 65%).
Table 2 contains the Cronbach alpha statistics (Cronbach, 1951), mean scores, and
standard deviations computed for all the scales among the sample of participants.
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TABLE 2
Descriptive statistics for the Measures
Qualitative Measures

Criteria-based Transgression Severity

Reliability
77 % Agreement
Pearson coefficient, R = .805**, p<.01
Mean number of words: 88 (SD =34)
Range = 62-227 words

Ruminative Content

Mean number of words: 87 (SD 70)
Range = 78-298 words

a

M

SD

Quantitative Measures

Min, Max
(scale)

.94

(untransformed)
11.76 16.92
-18, 53

.91
.92
.90

19.91
9.87
18.07

5.39
6.51

7, 35
5,25
6 , 30

Revised Impact o f Events Scale
Avoidance subscale
Intrusion subscale

.90
.78
.90

35.39
20.24
15.08

8.41
4.69
4.63

14, 53
8 , 30
6,24

Dissipation Rumination Scale
Subset (5) Dissipation Rumination scale

.88

.78

31.47
12.23

13.30
6.16

1,62
5,25

Beck Depression Inventory II
Marlowe Crowne 2 (10) Social Desirability Scale

.91
.63

13.32
5.30

10.52

0, 63

2.20

0,10

Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivation
Avoidance motivation subscale
Revenge motivation subscale
Benevolent motivation subscale

8.10

As can be seen in Table 2, all measures demonstrated adequate reliability
(a > .78) with the exception of the Marlowe Crowne Social Desirability Scale, a = .63.
The proxy measure of state rumination related to the specific transgression in question
demonstrated good reliability (a = .78), as can be seen in Table 2, promoting confidence
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in the use of this measure as an assessment of participants’ degree of vengeful rumination
related to the specific transgression in question. Similarly, percent agreement of the
criteria-based transgression severity was 77% and Pearson correlation coefficient,
R = .80, p <.01. A Cohen’s Kappa was not calculated given criteria-based transgression
severity is an ordinal measure, and consequently not limited to statistics suited for
nominal measures. In addition, some researchers (e.g., Hutchinson, 1993) argue with
ordinal scales calculation of a correlation provides a more accurate measure of rating
consistencies. The most common coding inconsistency on the criteria-based
transgression severity occurred on the Medium-Large level (/*= 18), followed by the
Large-Very Large level (/ = 10). Also as can be seen in Table 2, participants’ Mean BDIII score was 13.32 (SD 10.52) indicating, as to be expected among a university nonclinical sample, that the participants were a minimally to mildly dysphoric group. Given
the robust relationship between depression and rumination, the fact that participants’
depression symptoms were not at a severe level minimizes the chance of depression
confounding the results.
Transgression-Related Contextual Factors
Frequency information on the contextual factors related to the transgression,
including the total time knowing the transgressor, relationship to the transgressor, time
since the transgression and whether there was present contact with the transgressor, are
provided in Table 3 below.
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TABLE 3
Descriptive statistics for the transgression-related contextual factors (total sample;
N=139)
Percentage
Number
Contextual Factor
Time known transgressor
4
2.9
1 month or less
Several months
9
6.5
9.4
6-12 months
13
One year or more
22.3
31
Several years
82
59
Relationship type
Romantic partner/spouse
56
40.3
Friend
32.4
45
Family
22
15.8
Acquaintance/Other (e.g., teacher,
11
7.7
nurse, doctor, etc.)
Coworker/colleague
5
3.6
Time since transgression
Less than 1 week ago
12
8.6
Less than 1 month ago
24
17.3
1 month ago or more
27
19.4
4-6 months ago or more
38
27.4
6-12 months ago
38
27.3
Present contact?
Yes
95
68.3
No
44
31.7

Between-subject group differences on likelihood to forgive by level of education,
ethnic background, relationship type, sex, time known the transgressor and time since the
transgression using univariate analysis of variance were found to be not significant (Table
20, see Appendix XI). Similarly, religious affiliation as well as frequency of communal,
private and relationship to religious/spiritual group similarly did not account for
significant mean differences in likelihood to forgive scores on the TRIM-18.
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Preliminary Analyses
Pearson Product moment correlations were calculated to explore the relationships
between all the assessment measures and these are shown in Table 4.

TABLE 4
Correlations of assessment instruments (total sample; N -139)
Revised Impact of
Events Scale

Beck Depression
Inventory II

Transgression
Related Motivations
Inventory

Dissipation
Rumination Scale

Dissipation
Rumination Scale

.294**

1.000

Revised Impact of
Events Scale

.301**

.407**

1.000

Beck Depression
Inventory II

.254**

.475**

.350**

1.000

MC Social
Desirability

.075

-.345**

.012

-.050

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

As expected and demonstrated by the Pearson Product moment correlations in
Table 4 above, a lower likelihood to forgive (higher TRIM-18 scores) shares significant
positive correlations with trait rumination (DRS scores), distress symptoms related to
rumination (IES scores), and depression (BDI-II scores). That is, individuals reporting
greater avoidance and revenge motivations (and less benevolent motivations) also
reported tendencies to ruminate, experiencing distress (avoidance and intrusion) related
to the transgression, and general depression symptomology. The positive association
between TRIM-18, and DRS and R-IES scores provide preliminary support for
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Hypothesis 3, that a lower likelihood to forgive is associated with more rumination. Also
worth highlighting is the finding of a significant negative correlation between DRS scores
and scores on the Marlowe-Crowne (MC) social desirability scale (r = -.345, p <001).
Given that the DRS is a trait measure of individual tendencies on the dissipationrumination continuum, and that higher scores indicate a higher tendency towards
rumination, individuals with higher DRS scores also show lower MC scores. In other
words, this negative relationship may be interpreted as those reporting more tendencies to
ruminate are less inclined to answer in a socially desirable manner on the MC.
Table 5 provides the correlations between the different measures of rumination,
the DRS, the DRS subset (5) items assessing state rumination related to the transgression,
and the IES subscales. As can be seen, TRIM-18 scores indicating a lower likelihood to
forgive were found to be significantly positively correlated with all measures of
rumination, ranging from r = .255 to .462, p <01. Partial correlations were also
performed testing the association between TRIM-18 scores and the rumination measures
while controlling for the association between depression (BDI-II scores) and rumination.
These correlations too supported a significant association between rumination and
forgiveness when using the DRS (r =.203, p<05), IES scores (r = .234, p<01), and
scores on the DRS subset (r = .412, p<01). Therefore, all correlations provide support
for Hypothesis 3 that rumination is negatively associated with forgiveness (higher TRIM18 scores), over and above the effects of depression. Further, that all of the measures of
rumination were significantly correlated supports the notion that they are measuring the
same constructs but separate facets. Finally, the DRS Subset scale which aimed to assess
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a state level of vengeful rumination related to the transgression was found to be
significantly correlated with the complete, original DRS
scale (r = .451, p<.01). This lends support to its use as a proxy measure of state vengeful
rumination related to the transgression.
TABLE 5
Intercorrelations between rumination measures (DRS, DRS subset, IES Avoidance and
Intrusion subscales)
Dissipation
Rumination Scale

Subset (5)
Dissipation
Rumination Scale

Subset (5)
Dissipation
Rumination Scale

.451**

1.000

Impact of Events
Avoidance
Subscale

.296**

479 **

1.000

Impact o f Events
Intrusion Subscale

444 **

.553**

.660**

1.000

294 **

.462**

.299**

.255**

Transgression
Related
Motivations
Inventory

Impact of Events
Avoidance
Subscale

Impact of Events
Intrusion Subscale

♦Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed)

Pearson Product moment correlations were calculated to explore the relationship
between Subjective Transgression Severity, Criteria-based Transgression Severity, and
all the subscales used as presented below in Table 6 . Significant correlations were found
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between transgression severity and TRIM-18 scores, providing support for Hypothesis 2.
Criteria-based Transgression Severity was found to be more strongly correlated with
TRIM-18 scores (r = .402, p<.01) than subjective transgression severity (r = .265, p<.01),
and subjective ratings of impact (r = .194, p<.05). Transgression severity, both
subjective and criteria-based, was found to significantly correlate with all outcome
measures. These results provide support for Hypothesis 1 and 2, namely that
transgression severity is significantly associated with rumination and likelihood to
forgive, respectively. The only (partial) exception to this was BDI-II scores: subjective
transgression did not show a significant correlation with BDI-II scores, but criteria-based
transgression severity and impact did (r = .209, p<.05, and r = .225, p<.01). Concerning
scores on the MC social desirability scale, only criteria-based transgression severity was
found to be significantly (positively) correlated (r =.221, p<.05).

TABLE 6
Correlations between Subjective Transgression Severity, Criteria-based Transgression
Severity, and subscales (total sample; N =139)
Transgression
Related
Motivations
Inventory

Dissipation
Rumination
Scale

Revised
Impact of
Events
Scale

Subjective
Transgression
.265**
.207*
.397**
Severity
Objective
Transgression
.402**
.169*
.187*
Severity
Subjective
rating of
.194*
.331**
.523**
Impact
“"Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

Beck
Depression
Inventory
II

MC Social
Desirability

Dissipation
Rumination
Subset scale

.100

.058

.449 **

.209*

.221 *

.357**

.225**

.016

479 **

To examine any discrepancies between the men’s and the women’s scores on the
measures, separate correlation matrices for women and men are provided in Tables 7 and
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8, respectively. The decision to examine the correlation matrices separately for men and
women was not due to suggestion by previous research but merely to ensure that men and
women do not differ dramatically on any of the variables.

TABLE 7
Correlations of assessment instruments for women only (n = 117)
Revised Impact
of Events Scale

Beck Depression
Inventory II

Transgression
Related Motivations
Inventory

Dissipation
Rumination Scale

Dissipation
Rumination Scale

.325**

1.000

Revised Impact of
Events Scale

.316**

.484**

1.000

Beck Depression
Inventory II

.307**

.516**

419**

1.000

MC Social
Desirability

.090

-.321**

-.028

-.114

*Correlation is significant at the .05 level (2-tailed)
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).
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TABLE 8
Correlations of assessment instruments for men only (n = 22)
Revised Impact of
Events Scale

Beck Depression
Inventory II

Transgression
Related Motivations
Inventory

Dissipation
Rumination Scale

Dissipation
Rumination Scale

.202

1.000

Revised Impact of
Events Scale

.280

-.034

1.000

Beck Depression
Inventory II

.106

.305

-.132

1.000

MC Social
Desirability

.003

-.427*

.278

.215

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

The pattern of correlations among the male sample for the variables, as seen in
Table 8, only showed a significant correlation between the DRS and Marlowe-Crowne
Social desirability scores. Given this negative correlation between DRS and the
Marlowe-Crowne social desirability scores has been consistently found (see Table 7 for
women only analyses and Table 4 for the overall sample), it is not unique difference
among the male sample. Consequently, the consistently found negative correlation
between DRS scores with that of the Marlowe-Crowne appears to represent a separate
issue as discussed earlier. Further, examination of the correlation coefficients found
among the female sample (Table 7) with those obtained among the total sample (Table 4)
show a reduction in the coefficients when the males are included in the analyses. The
absence of any other significant correlations among the male sample was considered as
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likely due to the small sample size (n = 22), justifying further analyses to be performed
with the overall sample.
To further examine for any systematic variation, Pearson Product moment
correlations were performed for all the assessment measures by level of transgression
severity. Table 9 presents these correlations by level of Subjective Transgression
Severity and Table 10 by level of Criteria-based Transgression Severity. Only one was
rated as small and/or very small based on the criteria-based transgression severity, and
consequently in Table 10 no correlations are reported in this category.
TABLE 9
Correlations of assessment instruments by level of subjective transgression severity (total
sample; N =139)
Subjective
Transgression
Severity

Low/ Very low
(n= 15)

Moderate
(n= 31)

(n = 5 1 )

Very High
(n=42)

(males =4)

(males = 3)

(males =10)

(males = 5)

C/3

e4

a
Transgression
Related
Motivations
Inventory
(TRIM-18)

Dissipation
Rumination
Scale (DRS)

Beck
Depression
Inventory-II
(BDI)

.088

Q
1

High

ao4
Q

C/3

w

.135

C/3

W

2
H

C/3

04
Q

.313

C/3

04
Q

C/3

a
.298

*

.244

.127

.224

.050

1

.712

.360

*

.408

.112

.307

1

.533

.513

.278

**

*

.302

.135

*

.268

.406
**

.299*

.407

.393

.425

**

**

**

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).
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TABLE 10
Correlations of assessment instruments by level of Criteria-based Transgression Severity
(total sample; N = 139)
Criteria-based Transgression
Severity

Dissipation
Rumination
Scale (DRS)

Large
(n=50)

Very Large
(n=51)

(males =4)

(males =7)

(males =11)

0

«
Transgression
Related Motivations Inventory
(TRIM-18)

Medium
(n= 37 )

a

.278

.393*

w

0

.343*

.283*

1

.423

.283*

.464

.393*

.569

.301*

.301*

.124

1

.340

.225

.275

-.004

*

**

Beck Depression Inventory-II
(BDI)

(*)
o4
Q

C/3

C/3

.495

.415**

* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).
** Correlation is significant at the .01 level (2-tailed).

As all correlations are in the anticipated direction, the criteria have been met in
order to perform regressions to test for the direct and indirect mechanisms of how
rumination affects likelihood to forgive.

Mediation Analyses
According to Baron and Kenny (1986), a variable may be considered a mediator if
it complies with four criteria. The first criterion requires the predictor variable to
significantly affect the potential mediator variable or, in this study, that transgression
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severity be significantly correlated with rumination. Please refer to Figure 1 for a general
graphic representation of mediation models. The second criterion requires the predictor
variable to significantly affect the dependent variable. In this study, this criterion
requires transgression severity significantly correlate with participants’ likelihood to
forgive (TRIM-18 scores). Third, rumination (the potential mediator) must also
significantly affect likelihood to forgive (dependent variable) to meet the third
conditional criterion for mediation. Finally, the fourth criterion in support of mediation
requires demonstration that the relationship between the predictor, transgression severity,
and participants’ likelihood to forgive (dependent measure) to be less (partial mediation)
or no longer significant (complete mediation) after taking out the variance attributed by
the potential mediator, rumination.
To test for Baron and Kenny’s criteria and thus the potential mediating effects of
rumination in the relationship between transgression severity and likelihood to forgive, as
recommended (e.g., Holmbeck, 1997), a series of simple and multiple regressions were
conducted. The first simple regression analysis, testing the first criterion of mediation,
was run employing transgression severity as the predictor and participants’ rumination
scores as the outcome. The second simple regression analysis, testing whether the
predictor variable significantly affects the dependent variable, was run with transgression
severity as the predictor and TRIM-18 scores or likelihood to forgive as the dependent
variable. The third simple regression analysis was run with the potential mediator,
rumination, as the predictor and TRIM-18 scores or likelihood to forgive as the outcome
variable. The fourth and final analysis, a multiple regression testing the mediation model,
was run with both the predictor (transgression severity) and the mediator (rumination)
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predicting the dependent variable of likelihood to forgive. For the multiple regression
analysis testing mediation, simultaneous entry was used instead of hierarchical entry as
has been recommended by researchers as it allows for the effect of the mediator on the
dependent variable to be examined after the effects of the predictor are controlled for. As
noted, complete mediation is demonstrated if the relationship between the predictor and
the dependent measure is no longer significant and partial mediation is demonstrated if
the relationship becomes less significant after examining the effect of both the predictor
and the mediator variable on the outcome variable. MacKinnon, Lockwood, Hoffman,
West, and Sheets (2002) suggest that models in which there is only partial mediation are
not only acceptable but also more realistic in psychology research. MacKinnon et al
argue that a single mediator should not be expected to completely explain the relationship
between an independent and a dependent variable.
In regards to partial mediation or the presence of an intervening variable,
compliance with the aforementioned four criteria as tested by the series of regressions are
used to informally judge whether or not mediation is occurring. That is, it is necessary
to first demonstrate, using a series of regression analyses, that the relationship between
the predictor variable and the dependent variable is less after taking out the variance
attributed by the potential mediator. MacKinnon and Dwyer (1993) and MacKinnon et al
(MacKinnon, Warsi, & Dwyer, 1995) have popularized statistically based methods to
formally assess for the presence of partial mediation. The Sobel test is the most
commonly used test to assess the significance of the mediating variable effect (Sobel,
1982).
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MacKinnon, Taborga, and Morgan-Lopez (2002) compared 14 different statistical
procedures used to evaluate the partial mediating effect in order to determine the best
method of evaluating the mediating variable effect. Among others they recommended
the use of the Sobel test as it demonstrates a low probability of yielding a Type I error.
The Sobel test evaluates the mediating variable effect by dividing the estimate of the
intervening variable effect (a(3) by its standard error and comparing this value to a
standard normal distribution. The Sobel test is not available through SPSS, but can be
calculated on the interactive mediation test website found at
http://www.nsvch.ku.edu/preacher/sobel/sobel.htm

FIGURE 1
Mediation Model

a (Sa)
Transgression
Severity
(predictor)

Rumination
(mediator)

b (Sb)
Likelihood to
Forgive
(outcome)

a,b,c = Standardized Beta weights
Sa, Sb = Standard error
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Three quantitative measures of rumination were used: the Dissipation Rumination
Scale (trait rumination), the Revised Impact of Events Scale (state, avoidance and
intrusive symptoms of rumination), and the Dissipation Rumination Scale subset,
measuring state vengeful rumination. Separate mediation analyses using regressions
were performed with each measure to test the hypothesized mediation effects of
rumination in the relationship between transgression severity and likelihood to forgive.
For ease of presentation, the results of each analysis and a summary of the results are
provided separately. Similarly, given that two measures of transgression severity,
subjective and criteria-based, were used in this study, separate analyses testing the
predictive powers of each were performed and presented separately for ease of
presentation. Thus, a total of six mediation analyses were performed.
Rumination as a Mediator between Subjective Transgression Severity and Forgiveness
A series of regression analyses were run to evaluate rumination as a mediator in
the relationship between subjective transgression severity and individuals’ likelihood to
forgive. For the following analyses, please consult Figures 2,3 and 4 and Tables 11,12,
and 13. Figures 2, 3 and 4 visually illustrate the mediation model and include
standardized Beta weights and standard errors for the regression analyses when using the
Dissipation Rumination Scale, Revised Impact of Events Scale and the Dissipation
Rumination Subset as the measures of rumination, respectively. Tables 11,12, and 13
display the unstandardized regression coefficients (B), the standardized regression
coefficients (P), the standard errors, R, R*, adjusted R*, and the semi-partial correlations
when using the Dissipation Rumination Scale, Revised Impact of Events Scale and the
Dissipation Rumination Subset as the measures of rumination, respectively.
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Rumination measured by the Dissipation Rumination Scale (DRS) as a mediator.
Using simple linear regression, subjective transgression severity was assessed as a
predictor of rumination (DRS scores). This relationship was significant, Rf = .043,
F (1,138) = 6.157, p <.05. Subjective transgression severity accounts for approximately
4 % of the variance in rumination scores. As can be seen in Table 11, the (B) for this
association was .207, which is consistent with the zero-order Pearson correlation
coefficient reported in Table 6 (r = .207, p < .05).
A second simple regression was run measuring the predictive relationship
between subjective transgression severity and likelihood to forgive. Subjective
transgression severity was found to significantly predict forgiveness, R? = .070,
F (1,138) = 10.453, p <.01. Subjective transgression severity accounts for approximately
7% of the variance in TRIM-18 scores. The (B) for this association was .265 (see Table
11), again consistent with the zero-order Pearson correlation coefficient reported in
Table 6 (r = .265, p<.01).
Testing the third criterion in support of mediation, a third simple regression was
run with rumination (DRS scores), the potential mediator, as the predictor of forgiveness.
The results were R? = .086, F (1,138) = 12.937, p <.01. Rumination accounts for
approximately 9% of the variance in individuals’ likelihood to forgive. The (B) for this
association was .294, which is commensurate with the zero-order Pearson correlation
coefficient in Table 4 (r =.294, p <.00).
The first three criteria that are necessary for a variable to be considered a mediator
have been met: the predictor, subjective transgression severity, significantly affects the
potential mediator, rumination as measured by the Dissipation Rumination Scale (DRS).
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The predictor, transgression severity, significantly affects the dependent variable,
likelihood to forgive. Third, the potential mediator, rumination as measured by the DRS,
significantly affects the dependent variable, likelihood to forgive. A fourth analysis used
multiple regressions to assess both subjective transgression severity and rumination as
predictors of likelihood to forgive.
The overall model was significant R^ = .129, F (2 ,138) = 10.064, p <.01).
Subjective transgression severity accounts for approximately 7% of the variation in TRIM18 scores (R2 = .069, p <01), and together subjective transgression severity and
rumination account for approximately 13% of the variance in likelihood to forgive or
TRIM-18 scores. Thus, rumination measured by the DRS accounts for an approximate
additional 6 % in the variation in TRIM-18 scores. The results of the regression analysis
demonstrated that DRS scores significantly predict TRIM-18 scores (B) = .250, which is
consistent with the zero-order Pearson correlation coefficient (r =.294, p <01) reported in
Table 4. Further, the fourth criterion (i.e. the relationship between the predictor and the
dependent measure being less after taking out the variance attributed by the potential
mediator) was met. The relationship between transgression severity and forgiveness was
less after taking out the variance attributed by rumination (P=.263 to (3= 211) but still
significant at the p <.05 level. To formally test for the significance of the indirect effect of
subjective transgression severity on TRIM-18 scores via rumination as measured by the
DRS, the Sobel test was performed. The indirect effect of subjective transgression
severity on TRIM-18 scores through the DRS was found to be not statistically significant
(z = 1.929, p> .05).
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TABLE 11
Results of the regression analyses evaluating trait rumination (DRS) as a mediator
between subjective transgression severity and forgiveness
Un
standardized
Coefficient B

Standard
Error

Beta
B

R

R Square
(Adj R2)

Semi-Partial
Correlation

Subjective
Transgression
Severity
predicts
Rumination
(DRS)

2.695

1.086

.207

.207

.043
(.036)

.207

Subjective
Transgression
Severity
predicts
Forgiveness

4.392

1.358

.265

.265

.070
(.064)

.265

.375

.104

.294

.294

.086
(.080)

.294

3.498

1.356

.211

Rumination
(DRS) predicts
Forgiveness

Subjective
Transgression
Severity and
Rumination
(DRS) predicts
Forgiveness

Subjective
Transgression
Severity
Rumination

.216
.359

.319

.104

.129
(.116)

.250
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FIGURE 2
A mediation analysis examining the effects of subjective transgression severity on
forgiveness with rumination DRS scores as the mediator

.207*(1.086)

Subjective
Transgression
Severity

Rumination
DRS

.294*(.104)

Likelihood to
Forgive

* The coefficients with an asterisk indicate significant standardized Beta weights, and the
coefficients in parentheses indicate the standard error.

In summary, the regression analyses testing the relationship between subjective
transgression severity, rumination and likelihood to forgive informally support trait
rumination, measured by the Dissipation Rumination Scale, as a mediator. The Sobel
test, formally testing this mediating relationship, while not significant, was close
(z= 1.929, p= .053).
Rumination measured by the Revised Impact o f Events (IES) Scale as a mediator.
Using simple linear regression, subjective transgression severity was assessed as a
predictor of rumination, in this case scores on the Revised Impact of Events Scale (IES).
This relationship was significant, R* = .158, F(l, 138) = 25.872, p <.01. Subjective
transgression severity accounts for approximately 16% of the variance in rumination
scores on the IES. As can be seen in Table 12, the (B) for this association was .397,
which is consistent with the zero-order Pearson correlation coefficient reported in Table 6
(r = .397,p<.01).
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The second simple regression run, measuring the predictive relationship between
subjective transgression severity and likelihood to forgive, was found to be significant as
noted in an earlier section. Please refer to Table 12 for a repetition of these results. In
sum, subjective transgression severity significantly predicts forgiveness, R2 = .070,
F (1,138) = 10.453, p <.01 and accounts for approximately 7% of the variance in TRIM18 scores.
Testing the third criterion in support of mediation, a third simple regression was
run with IES scores, the potential mediator, as the predictor of forgiveness. The results
were R2 = .092, F(l, 138) = 14.063, p <.01. Rumination as measured on the IES accounts
for approximately 9 % of the variance in individuals’ likelihood to forgive. The (B) for
this association was .304, which is commensurate with the zero-order Pearson correlation
coefficient in Table 4 (r =.304, p <.00).
The first three criteria that are necessary for a variable to be considered a mediator
have been met as in the regression analyses using DRS scores. In other words, subjective
transgression severity was found to significantly affect the potential mediator, state
rumination; subjective transgression severity significantly affects the dependent variable,
likelihood to forgive; and IES scores have been found to significantly affect likelihood to
forgive. Thus, a multiple regression analysis was run to assess the predictive power of
both subjective transgression severity and IES scores on likelihood to forgive.
The overall model was significant, R? = .117, F (2 ,139) = 9.101, p <.01).
Subjective transgression severity accounts for approximately 7% of the variation in
TRIM-18 scores (R2 = .070, p <.01), and together subjective transgression severity and
IES scores account for approximately 12% of the variance in likelihood to forgive or
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TRIM-18 scores. Thus, rumination measured by the IES accounts for an approximate
additional 6% in the variation in TRIM-18 scores. The results of the regression analysis
demonstrated that IES scores significantly predict TRIM-18 scores (B) = .236. Further,
the fourth criterion (i.e. the relationship between the predictor and the dependent measure
being less after taking out the variance attributed by the potential mediator) was met. The
relationship between transgression severity and forgiveness was less after taking out the
variance attributed by IES scores rumination ((3=265 to (3= 172) and no longer significant
at the p <.05 level. To confirm this finding and formally test for the significance of the
indirect effect of subjective transgression severity on TRIM-18 scores via rumination as
measured by the IES, the Sobel test was performed. The indirect effect of subjective
transgression severity on TRIM-18 scores through the IES was found to be significantly
different than zero, z = 2.387, p<.05. This supports a complete mediation effect of IES
scores on the relationship between subjective transgression severity and likelihood to
forgive.
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TABLE 12
Results of the regression analyses testing state rumination (IES) as a mediator between
subjective transgression severity and forgiveness
Unstandardized
Coefficient B

Standard
Error

Beta
B

R

R
Square
(Adj
R2)

SemiPartial
Correlation

Transgression Severity
predicts Rumination
(IES)

3.336

.656

.397

.397

.158
(.152)

.397

Transgression Severity
predicts Forgiveness

4.392

1.358

.265

.265

.070
(.064)

.265

Rumination (IES)
predicts Forgiveness

.600

.160

.304

.304

.092
(.086)

.304

Transgression
Severity

2.840

1.448

.172
.342

.117
(.104)

Rumination

.465

Transgression Severity
and Rumination
(IES)
predict likelihood to
Forgive

.172

.236
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FIGURE 3
A mediation analysis examining the effects of subjective transgression severity on
forgiveness with rumination IES scores as the mediator

Rumination
IES

Subjective
Transgression
Severity

Likelihood to
Forgive

* The coefficients with an asterisk indicate significant standardized Beta weights,
and the
coefficients in parentheses indicate the standard error.

In summary, the regression analyses testing the relationship between subjective
transgression severity, state rumination measured by the Impact of Events Scale and
likelihood to forgive was significant. The mediation analysis, testing the four criteria
outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986) were all significant. The predictive power of
subjective transgression severity on likelihood to forgive was no longer significant after
taking into account the effects of state rumination (IES scores). This supported complete
mediation which was confirmed by the Sobel test. In other words, the effects of
subjective transgression severity on likelihood to forgive can be wholly explained
through state rumination.
Rumination measured by the Dissipation Rumination Scale Subset (5) as a
mediator. Using simple linear regression, subjective transgression severity was assessed
as a predictor of rumination, in this case scores on the Dissipation Rumination Scale
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subset. The DRS subset, composed of five items, was modified from the original scale to
assess rumination related to the specific transgression participants reported. The DRS
subset aims to measure a state level of rumination and based on conducted correlation
with the original, complete DRS (refer to Table 5; r = .451, p <.01) is an acceptable and
reliable measure. The relationship between the DRS subset and subjective transgression
severity was found to be significant, Rf = .202, F(l, 136) = 34.093, p <.01. Subjective
transgression severity accounts for approximately 20% of the variance in rumination
scores on the DRS subset. As can be seen in Table 13, the (B) for this association was
.449, which is consistent with the zero-order Pearson correlation coefficient reported in
Table 4 (r = .449, p < .01).
The second simple regression run, measuring the predictive relationship between
subjective transgression severity and likelihood to forgive, is significant as noted (refer to
Table 13). Testing the third criterion in support of mediation, a third simple regression
was run with DRS Subset scores, the potential mediator, as the predictor of forgiveness.
The results were significant, Rf = .213, F(l, 138) = 36.568, p <.01. Rumination as
measured on the DRS subset accounts for approximately 21% of the variance in
individuals’ likelihood to forgive. The (B) for this association was .462, which is
commensurate with the zero-order Pearson correlation coefficient in Table 5 (r =.462, p
<.05). Thus, the first three criteria necessary for a variable to be considered as a mediator
have been met and consequently a multiple regression analysis was run to assess the
predictive power of both subjective transgression severity and DRS subset scores on
likelihood to forgive.
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The overall model was significant, R2 = .220, F (2,136) = 18.863, p <.01).
Subjective transgression severity accounts for approximately 8 % of the variation in
TRIM-18 scores (R2 = .078, p <.01), and together subjective transgression severity and
DRS Subset scores account for approximately 22% of the variance in likelihood to
forgive or TRIM-18 scores. Thus, state rumination measured by the DRS subset account
for an approximate additional 12 % in the variation in TRIM-18 scores. The results of
the regression analysis demonstrated that DRS subset scores significantly predict TRIM18 scores (B) = .421. Further, the fourth criterion (i.e. the relationship between the
predictor and the dependent measure being less after taking out the variance attributed by
the potential mediator) was met. The relationship between transgression severity and
forgiveness was less after taking out the variance attributed by DRS subset scores
rumination (P=.280 to P=.091) and no longer significant at the p <.05 level. To confirm
this finding and formally test for the significance of the indirect effect of subjective
transgression severity on TRIM-18 scores via rumination as measured by the DRS
Subset, the Sobel test was performed. The indirect effect of subjective transgression
severity on TRIM-18 scores through the DRS Subset was found to be significantly
different than zero, z = 3.763, p<.01. This supports a complete mediation effect of DRS
Subset scores on the relationship between subjective transgression severity and likelihood
to forgive.
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TABLE 13
Results of the regression analyses testing state rumination (DRS Subset) as a mediator
between subjective transgression severity and forgiveness
Un
standardized
Coefficient B

Standard
Error

Beta
B

R

R Square
(Adj R2)

Semi-Partial
Correlation

Transgression
Severity predicts
Rumination
(DRS Subset)

2.706

.463

.449

.449

.202
(.196)

.449

Transgression
Severity predicts
Forgiveness

4.392

1.358

.265

.265

.070
(.064)

.265

Rumination
(DRS Subset)
predicts
Forgiveness

1.274

.211

.462

.462

.213
(.207)

.462

1.420

.091

Transgression
Severity and
Rumination
(DRS Subset)
predict
likelihood to
Forgive

1.506
Transgression
Severity

.091
.469

Rumination

1.161

.236

.421

.220
(.208)
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FIGURE 4
A mediation analysis examining the effects of subjective transgression severity on
forgiveness with rumination DRS Subset scores as the mediator

Rumination
DRS Subset

Subjective
Transgression
Severity

Likelihood to
Forgive

* The coefficients with an asterisk indicate significant standardized Beta weights,
and the coefficients in parentheses indicate the standard error.

In summary, the regression analyses examining the relationship between
subjective transgression severity, state rumination as measured the DRS subset and
likelihood to forgive support a complete mediation model. The indirect effect of
subjective transgression severity on likelihood to forgive is wholly explained by state
rumination.
Summary: The relationship between subjective transgression severity, rumination
and likelihood to forgive. All the analyses performed support a mediating effect of
rumination in the relationship between subjective transgression severity and likelihood to
forgive. Baron and Kenny’s criteria to test for mediation, as described in detail earlier,
were all met when using each of the three separate measures of rumination: the
Dissipation Rumination Scale (trait rumination), the Revised Impact of Events Scale
(state rumination) and the Dissipation Rumination Scale subset (state vengeful
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rumination), developed for this study. Similarly, formal testing of mediation using the
Sobel test, was found to be significant with the exception of the DRS which although did
not meet statistical significance, was close. Furthermore, the multiple regression analyses
using the IES and the DRS subset support a complete mediation effect, supporting the
conclusion that the observed relationship between subjective transgression severity and
likelihood to forgive to be completely explained through the effects of state rumination or
ruminating about the transgression in question. Similar analyses employing Criteriabased Transgression Severity and examining the relationship to rumination, trait and
state, and likelihood to forgive were performed and presented next.
Rumination as a Mediator between Criteria-based Transgression Severity and
Forgiveness
As with the analyses performed using subjective transgression severity as the
predictor of likelihood to forgive, a series of regression analyses were run to evaluate
Criteria-based Transgression Severity as a predictor of likelihood to forgive and
rumination as a mediator in that relationship. For the following analyses, please consult
Figures 5, 6 and 7 and Tables 14,15, and 16. Figures 5, 6 and 7 visually illustrate the
mediation model and include standardized Beta weights and standard errors for the
regression analyses when using the Dissipation Rumination Scale, Revised Impact of
Events Scale and the Dissipation Rumination Subset as the measures of rumination,
respectively. Tables 14, 15, and 16 display the unstandardized regression coefficients
(B), the standardized regression coefficients (P), the standard errors, R, Rf, adjusted Rf,
and the semi-partial correlations when using the Dissipation Rumination Scale, Revised
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Impact of Events Scale and the Dissipation Rumination Subset as the measures of
rumination, respectively.
Rumination measured by the Dissipation Rumination Scale (DRS) as a mediator.
Using simple linear regression, Criteria-based Transgression Severity was assessed as a
predictor of trait rumination, DRS scores. This relationship was significant, Rf = .028,
F(l, 138) = 4.008, p <.05. Criteria-based Transgression Severity accounts for
approximately 4 % of the variance in rumination scores. As can be seen in Table 14, the
(B) for this association was .169, which is consistent with the zero-order Pearson
correlation coefficient reported in Table 6 (r = .169, p < .05). A second simple regression
was run measuring the predictive relationship between Criteria-based Transgression
Severity and likelihood to forgive. Criteria-based Transgression Severity was found to
significantly predict forgiveness, Rf = .162, F(l, 138) = 26.655, p <.01. Criteria-based
Transgression Severity accounts for approximately 16% of the variance in TRIM-18
scores. The (B) for this association was .402 (see Table 14), again consistent with the
zero-order Pearson correlation coefficient reported in Table 6 (r = .402, p<.01). Testing
the third criterion in support of mediation using rumination (DRS scores), the
hypothesized mediator, as the predictor of forgiveness, as reported earlier, showed a
significant relationship Rf = .086, F(l, 138) = 12.937, p <.01. Rumination accounts for
approximately 9% of the variance in individuals’ likelihood to forgive as reported in
Table 14. Thus, the first three criteria that are necessary for a variable to be considered a
mediator have been met. A fourth analysis used multiple regression as before to assess
both Criteria-based Transgression Severity and rumination as predictors of likelihood to
forgive.
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The overall model was significant Rf = .220, F (2 ,138) = 19.127, p <.01).
Criteria-based Transgression Severity accounts for approximately 16% of the variation in
TRIM-18 scores (R2 = .161, p <.01), and together Criteria-based Transgression Severity
and rumination account for approximately 22% of the variance in likelihood to forgive or
TRIM-18 scores. Thus, rumination measured by the DRS accounts for an approximate
additional 6% in the variation in TRIM-18 scores. The results of the regression analysis
demonstrated that DRS scores significantly predict TRIM-18 scores (B) = .231, which is
consistent with the zero-order Pearson correlation coefficient (r =.231, p <.01) reported in
Table 4. Further, the fourth criterion (i.e. the relationship between the predictor and the
dependent measure being less after taking out the variance attributed by the potential
mediator) was met. The relationship between transgression severity and forgiveness was
less after taking out the variance attributed by rumination (|3=.409 to (3=231) but still
significant at the p <.01 level. To formally test for the significance of the indirect effect
of Criteria-based Transgression Severity on TRIM-18 scores via rumination as measured
by the DRS, the Sobel test was performed. The indirect effect of Criteria-based
Transgression Severity on TRIM-18 scores through the DRS was found to be not
statistically significant (z = 1.666, p> .05).

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Rumination, transgression severity and forgiveness 65
TABLE 14
Results of the regression analyses evaluating trait rumination (DRS) as a mediator
between Criteria-based transgression severity and forgiveness
Un
standardized
Coefficient B

Standard
Error

Beta
B

R

R Square
(Adj R2)

Semi-Partial
Correlation

Criteria-based
Transgression
Severity predicts
Rumination
(DRS)

2.744

1.371

.169

.169

.028
(.021)

.169

Criteria-based
Transgression
Severity predicts
Forgiveness

8.323

1.612

.402

.402

.162
(.156)

.402

.375

.104

.294

.294

.086
(.080)

.294

7.686

1.595

.370

Rumination
(DRS) predicts
Forgiveness

Criteria-based
Transgression
Severity and
Rumination
(DRS) predicts
Forgiveness

Criteria-based
Transgression
Severity
Rumination

.382
.469

.295

.098

.231

.220
(.208)
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FIGURE 5
A mediation analysis examining the effects of Criteria-based Transgression Severity on
forgiveness with rumination DRS scores as the mediator

Trait Rumination
(DRS)

Objective
Transgression
Severity
.169*
(1.371)

Likelihood to
Forgive
(TRIM-18)
.294**
(.104)

.370 **
(1.595)

* The coefficients with an asterisk indicate significant standardized Beta weights, and the
coefficients in parentheses indicate the standard error.

The results of these regression analyses partially support a mediating effect of trait
rumination (DRS scores) in the relationship between Criteria-based Transgression
Severity and likelihood to forgive. Baron and Kenny’s criteria testing mediation were
met. However, according to the Sobel test which formally tests whether this mediating
relationship is significantly different than zero showed a non-significant effect. In other
words, statistically the mediating effect of trait rumination (DRS scores) was no different
than that found in a normal distribution. To further examine the hypothesized mediating
role of rumination in the relationship between Criteria-based Transgression Severity and
likelihood to forgive, additional regressions were performed using the state measures of
rumination, the Revised Impact of Events Scale (IES) and the DRS subset. These results
are presented separately below.
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Rumination measured by the Revised Impact o f Events (IES) Scale as a mediator.
The first linear regression performed, using Criteria-based Transgression Severity as the
predictor of state rumination as measured by the IES yielded a statistically significant
relationship, R2 = .035, F (1,138) = 4.987, p <.05. In other words, Criteria-based
Transgression Severity accounts for approximately 4 % of the variance in IES rumination
scores. As reported in Table 15, the (B) for this association was .187. The second simple
regression, measuring the predictive powers of Criteria-based Transgression Severity on
likelihood to forgive, was found to be significant as reported earlier (see Table 15).
Criteria-based Transgression Severity accounts for approximately 16 % of the variance in
TRIM-18 scores and the (B) for this association was .402 To test for the third criterion in
support of mediation using IES scores as the predictor of TRIM-18 or likelihood to
forgive scores showed a significant relationship Rf = .092,F (1,138) = 14.063, p <.01.
That is, IES scores (state rumination) accounts for approximately 9% of the variance in
individuals’ TRIM-18 scores. Thus, the first three criteria that are necessary for a
variable to be considered a mediator have been met as before. A fourth analysis used
multiple regression to assess both Criteria-based Transgression Severity and IES scores
as predictors of likelihood to forgive.
The overall model was significant Rf = .216, F (2,138) = 18.896, p <.01. Criteriabased Transgression Severity accounts for approximately 16 % of the variation in TRIM18 scores (R2 = .162, p <.01), and together Criteria-based Transgression Severity and IES
scores account for approximately 22 % of the variance in likelihood to forgive or
TRIM-18 scores. These results were comparable to those found using the DRS scores as
the mediator. Thus, IES scores, measuring state rumination, account for an approximate
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additional 6 % in the variation in TRIM-18 scores. The results of the regression analysis
demonstrated that IES scores significantly predict TRIM-18 scores (B) = .237.
The fourth criterion as outlined by Baron and Kenny (1986), the relationship
between the predictor and the dependent measure being less after taking out the variance
attributed by the potential mediator, was met. The relationship between transgression
severity and forgiveness was less after taking out the variance attributed by rumination
(P=.402 to P=.358) but still significant at the p <.01 level. Using the Sobel test to
formally statistically test the significance of the indirect effect of Criteria-based
Transgression Severity on TRIM-18 scores via IES scores (state rumination) yielded non
significant results. In other words, the indirect effect of Criteria-based Transgression
Severity on TRIM-18 scores through state rumination (IES scores) was not supported to
be significantly different than that found in a normal distribution, z = 1.808, p = .07.

Reproduced with permission o f the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Rumination, transgression severity and forgiveness 69

TABLE 15
Results of the regression analyses testing state rumination (IES) as a mediator between
Criteria-based Transgression Severity and forgiveness
Un
standardized
Coefficient B

Standard
Error

Beta
B

R

R
Square
(Adj R)

Semi-Partial
Correlation

Criteria-based
Transgression
Severity predicts
Rumination (IES)

1.959

.877

.187

.187

.035
(.028)

.035

Criteria-based
Transgression
Severity predicts
Forgiveness

8.323

1.612

.402

.402

.162
(.156)

.402

.600

.160

.304

.304

.092
(.086)

.304

7.406

1.593

.358

Rumination (IES)
predicts Forgiveness

Criteria-based
Transgression
Severity and
Rumination (IES)
predicts Forgiveness

Criteria-based
Transgression
Severity
Rumination

.369
.465

.468

.152

.216
(.205)

.237
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FIGURE 6
A mediation analysis examining the effects of Criteria-based Transgression Severity on
forgiveness with rumination IES scores as the mediator

State Rumination
(IES)

Objective
Transgression
Severity

Likelihood to
Forgive
(TRIM-18)

.187*
(877)
3.58**
(1.593)
* The coefficients with an asterisk indicate significant standardized Beta weights, and the
coefficients in parentheses indicate the standard error.

Rumination measured by the Dissipation Rumination Scale Subset as a mediator.
Finally, Criteria-based Transgression Severity was assessed as a predictor of DRS subset
scores, measuring state rumination. As noted previously, the DRS subset scale is
composed of five items taken from the complete DRS scale with modified instructions
which aims to assess rumination related to the specific transgression participants
reported. The relationship between the DRS subset and Criteria-based Transgression
Severity was found to be significant, Rf = .128, F(l, 136) = 20.030, p <.01. Criteriabased Transgression Severity accounts for approximately 13% of the variance in DRS
subset rumination scores. Table 16 reports the relevant statistics, including the (B) for
this association as .357. The predictive relationship between Criteria-based
Transgression Severity and likelihood to forgive, as reported in the previous two
analyses, is significant (refer to Table 15).
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Again, testing the third criterion in support of mediation, the simple regression
using DRS subset scores as a predictor of TRIM-18 scores, yielded significant results.
The R2 = .213, F(l, 138) = 36.568, p <.01. Rumination as measured on the DRS subset
accounts for approximately 21% of the variance in individuals’ likelihood to forgive.
The (B) for this association was .462, which is commensurate with the zero-order
Pearson correlation coefficient in Table 5 (r =.462, p <.05). Thus, the first three criteria
necessary for a variable to be considered a mediator have been met.
A multiple regression analysis was run to assess the predictive power of Criteriabased Transgression Severity and DRS subset scores together on likelihood to forgive.
The overall model was significant, R2 = .276, F (2,136) = 25.564, p <.01. Criteria-based
Transgression Severity accounts for approximately 16 % of the variation in TRIM-18
scores (R2 = .158, p <.01), and together Criteria-based Transgression Severity and DRS
subset scores account for approximately 28% of the variance in likelihood to forgive or
TRIM-18 scores. Thus, state rumination measured by the DRS subset account for an
approximate additional 12 % in the variation in TRIM-18 scores. The results of the
regression analysis demonstrated that DRS subset scores significantly predict TRIM-18
scores (B) = .368.
Next, the fourth criterion of mediation, whether the relationship between the
predictor and the dependent measure becomes less or seizes to be significant after taking
out the variance attributed by the potential mediator, was tested. The results indicated a
lower predictive effect of transgression severity on forgiveness after DRS subset scores
were taken into account (p=.397 to p=.268) but still significant at the p <.01 level. The
Sobel test was also significant, z = 3.232, p <.01. Thus, a partial mediation effect of DRS
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subset scores on the relationship between Criteria-based Transgression Severity and
likelihood to forgive was found.

TABLE 16
Results of the regression analyses testing state rumination (DRS subset) as a mediator
between Criteria-based Transgression Severity and forgiveness.
R
Square
(Adj
R2)

Un
standardized
Coefficient B

Standard
Error

Beta
B

R

Criteria-based
Transgression Severity
predicts Rumination
(DRS Subset)

2.681

.599

.357

.357

.128
(.121)

.357

Criteria-based
Transgression Severity
predicts Forgiveness

8.323

1.612

.402

.402

.162
(.156)

.402

1.274

.211

.462

.462

.213
(.207)

.462

5.544

1.623

.268

Rumination (DRS
Subset) predicts
Forgiveness

Criteria-based
Transgression Severity
and Rumination (DRS
Subset) predicts
Forgiveness

Criteria-based
Transgression
Severity
Rumination

.283
.526

1.014

.217

.368

SemiPartial
Correlation

.276
(.265)
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FIGURE 7
A mediation analysis examining the effects of Criteria-based Transgression Severity on
forgiveness with state rumination (DRS subset) scores as the mediator

Likelihood to
Forgive
(TRIM-18)

State Rumination
(DRS Subset)

Objective
Transgression
Severity

.462**

.375**
(.599)

(.211)

(1.623)

* The coefficients with an asterisk indicate significant standardized Beta weights, and the
coefficients in parentheses indicate the standard error.

The results of the regression analysis testing the effects of state rumination related
to the transgression, measured by the DRS subset, in the relationship between Criteriabased Transgression Severity and forgiveness support a partial mediation model. In other
words, part of the association between Criteria-based Transgression Severity and TRIM18 scores can be explained by the presence of rumination about the transgression in
question.
Summary: The relationship between Criteria-based Transgression Severity,
rumination and likelihood to forgive. Baron and Kenny’s criteria testing for mediation
were all supported. That is, Criteria-based Transgression Severity significantly predicted
all measures of rumination, including trait rumination as measured by the Dissipation
Rumination Scale and state rumination, measured by the Revised Impact of Events Scale
and Dissipation Rumination Scale subset. Rumination, assessed by the different scales,
also significantly predicted likelihood to forgive. In all the analyses, the association
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between Criteria-based Transgression Severity and forgiveness were lessened in
magnitude after rumination scores were taken into account. The Sobel test was not
significant, however, except in the case of DRS subset scores. Thus, a statistically
significant partial mediating effect of state vengeful rumination related to the
transgression, DRS subset scores, was supported. Ruminating about the transgression
partially explained the relationship between Criteria-based Transgression Severity and
likelihood to forgive. Given these robust and consistent findings of the effects of
rumination in the relationship between transgression severity and likelihood to forgive,
qualitative analyses were undertaken to further explore the ruminative content. These
exploratory analyses are presented next.
Qualitative Analysis o f Ruminative Content
Participants’ ruminative content, an exploratory variable, were analyzed
qualitatively. In the first section, broad themes and/or types of ruminations found are
reported. Second, a queried word search was conducted and the frequencies of these are
presented. The analyses are concluded with presentation of tables highlighting observed
interrelations between the narratives by theme and other study measures, including
likelihood to forgive (TRIM-18 scores), depression symptomology (BDI-II) and
transgression severity.
Preliminary Theme Analysis
Preliminary analyses of the rumination narratives revealed several consistent
themes. Some rumination descriptions were marked by a salient focus on the hurt or
harm they experience as a result of the transgression. Some researchers (e.g., NolenHoeksema, 1987) have labeled this type of repetitive thoughts that focus on the hurt
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experienced ‘depressive rumination’. The focus is on the sad, painful and depressed
feelings one experienced from the transgression. Examples are “I go through these
memories (of their time spent with the transgressor) step by step, remembering what we
were talking about.. .these good times make me extremely sad, or can even cause me to
start crying” (Participant # 89) and “I felt worthless, heartbroken, lonely, unworthy,
disgusting” (Participant #117).
A second salient theme found in participants’ descriptions of their rumination has
a focus on anger rather than sadness as in depressed-focused rumination. Instead of a
focus on sadness, here individuals are preoccupied with their anger at what their
transgressor did, for example “I get very angry and disgusted when I think that somebody
could have the nerve to do something like that” (Participant # 133) and ruminate about
ways to retaliate “anger, wanting to hurt, wanting to make them upset and make them feel
bad like they did to me” (Participant # 18).
A third notable theme found described positive gain or lesson(s) learned as a
result of the transgression. Mention of growth as a result of the rumination may indicate
something akin to posttraumatic growth rather than a separate type of rumination. For
example, one participant wrote “On a good day, I sometimes think about what I learned
from the situation.. .like what I want from a relationship...” (Participant # 89), another
“This experience made me realize how important my friends are...” (Participant #93)
and another “I also think of (the) strength and courage that came from this experience”
(Participant #81).
Finally, examination of the rumination descriptions provided by participants
showed varying emphases placed on the past, present and future. Some individuals
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tended to ruminate about the past, analyzing the events leading up to knowledge of the
transgression or ways that things may have been different. For example, one participant
questions “what thoughts went through his head during those acts” (Participant #119),
another “I wonder how things would be if the fight did not start” (Participant # 106), and
others “What I could have done differently” (Participants # 30,120, & 124). Those that
focused on the future displayed what some researchers have called “anxious-rumination”
or thoughts about the future of the relationship in question or independent relationships in
the future. For example, some participants described their anxiety about being able to
trust another individual in the future as a result of the transgression, writing “I worry that
I will never be able to trust another guy in a relationship” (Participant #116), others were
anxious about the possibility of other transgressions within the relationship such as “what
other things has he told me that were lies” (Participant # 108) or “is he going to do this
again to hurt me?” (Participant # 108).
Queried Word Searches
Word searches on the rumination narratives were performed using basic Word
functions. The word hurt or its derivates appeared in 46 separate descriptions of the
thoughts, feelings and images that come to mind when they ruminate about the
transgression they experienced. In 7 of those, approximately 15 %, reference to the hurt
experienced occurred two times and in one description three times. The word sad or
saddened appeared 4 times, pain 5 times, and worthless 3 times. Reference to a loss o f
trust was also significant, occurring in 22 descriptions and disappointment in their
transgressor 5 times. The use of the word forgiveness occurred in 4 descriptions, in 2
referencing wanting to forgive their transgressor and in 2 not going to ever forgive their

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Rumination, transgression severity and forgiveness 77
transgressor. Word searches relevant to more anger-focused ruminations were also
performed. The notion of being used or taken advantage o f was evident in 8 descriptions,
feeling disgusted 6 times, frustrated 9 times, angry and mad 30 times.
Words indicating rumination on the past and having done things differently
occurred in 6 descriptions, self blame 4 times and regret 5 times, including 3 regretting
their own actions, 1 not regretting how things turned out and 1 hoping their transgressor
comes to regret their actions. The word future was used in 21 separate descriptions,
including those expecting negative outcomes in their future as a result of the
transgression (5), general anxiety about their future (e.g., their ability to trust another
individual, 7) and general changes in the relationship with the transgressor in the future
or in general (9).
Depressed-focused rumination, transgression severity and impact and the BDI II
The analysis of the relationship between themes and other study variables was
performed using non-exclusive categories. In other words, narratives were not grouped
as exclusively displaying a depressed-focused rumination theme. Instead, there was
overlap and it was common for narratives to be marked with several themes.
Consequently, a comparison between the narratives showing a depressed-focused
rumination theme with the overall sample and not across the narratives showing another
theme was performed.
Forty-two narratives were identified as displaying some depressive rumination.
These were analyzed further for their pattern of associations with transgression severity
and impact as well as depression symptomology. Table 17 reports the frequencies and
percentages along with a comparison to the overall sample (N =139). Considering
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subjective transgression severity, the majority of these individuals indicated very high
(n =14) and high (n =15), followed by moderate (n =9) and a similar distribution was also
found for Criteria-based Transgression Severity ratings. Similarly, in terms of subjective
report of the impact of the transgression, major impact was reported by the majority
(n = 17), followed by considerable impact (n =14) and some impact{n = 9). Half of these
(n = 21) individuals’ BDI-II scores fell in the minimal range (scores of 0-13) followed by
an approximately equal distribution across mild, moderate and severe (n = 5, n = 7,
n = 5, respectively). Further, percentage comparisons with the overall sample suggest no
specific correlation between depressed-focused ruminations and transgression severity
ratings, impact and BDI-II scores.
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TABLE 17
Results of associations between depressed focused ruminations, transgression severity
and impact, and BDI-II scores (n= 42; Total sample, N= 139)_____________________
Variable
Frequency (Percentage)
Total Sample
Subjective Transgression Severity
Very High
High
Moderate
Low & Very Low
Criteria-based Transgression Severity
Very Large
Large
Medium
Small/Very Small
(Subjective) Level o f Impact
Major impact
Considerable impact
Some impact
Little impact
No impact
Beck Depression Inventory II
Minimal (0-13)
Mild (14-19)
Moderate (20-28)
Severe (29-63)

14 (33)
15 (36)
9(21)
4(10)

42 (30)
51 (36)
32 (22)
15(10)

12 (29)
18 (43)
12 (29)
0

53 (37)
51 (36)
38 (27)
1 (1)

17(40)
14 (33)
9(21)
1 (2)
1 (2)

46 (32)
59 (41)
29 (20)
4(3)
1 (1)

21(50)
5(12)
7(17)
5(12)

88 (64)
18(13)
18 (14)
3(9)

Anger-focused rumination, transgression severity and impact, and TRIM-18 scores
Again, the analysis of the relationship between themes and other study variables
was performed using non-exclusive categories. In other words, narratives were not
grouped as exclusively displaying an anger-focused rumination theme. Instead, there was
overlap and some of the narratives used in the present analyses may have also
demonstrated depressed-focused rumination. As noted, it was decided to present a
comparison between the narratives showing anger-focused rumination theme with the
overall sample and not across the narratives showing another theme.
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Forty-two narratives identified as displaying anger-focused were analyzed further
for their pattern of associations with transgression severity and impact as well as obtained
TRIM-18 scores. Table 18 reports the frequencies and percentages of these as well as the
overall sample for comparison. Similar to the pattern observed in the depressiverumination narratives, the majority of these individuals had subjective transgression
severity ratings of very high (n =19) and high (n =13). They identified the impact of the
transgression to be major (n =15), considerable (n =18) and some impact in 7 cases.
Their TRIM-18 scores, with higher scores indicating a lower likelihood to forgive, had a
range of 58 and appeared evenly distributed. When compared to the pattern of scores in
the overall sample, two unique differences may be inferred. Participants that reported
anger-focused rumination content seem to also subjectively report more transgression
severity than that observed in the overall sample (e.g., 45 % reporting very high in
comparison with 30 % in the overall sample). Second, participants that reported angerfocused rumination content seem to also report more motivations for avoidance and
revenge (and less benevolent motivations) reflected by higher TRIM-18 scores in
comparison with the overall sample (e.g., 24 % with scores of 50 + vs. 14 % in the
overall sample)
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TABLE 18
Results of associations between anger-focused rumination, transgression severity and
impact, and TRIM-18 scores (n= 42; Total sample, N = 139)______________________
Variable
Frequency
(Percentage)
Total Sample
Subjective Transgression Severity
Very High
High
Moderate
Low & Very Low
Criteria-based Transgression Severity
Very Large
Large
Medium
Small/Very Small
(Subjective) Level o f Impact
Major impact
Considerable impact
Some impact
Little impact
No impact
TRIM-18 scores
31 or more (transformed score 50+)
20-30 (transformed score 39-49)
10-19 (transformed score 29-38)
0-9 (transformed score 19-28)
O or less (transformed score 0-19)

19 (45)
13 (31)
6(14)
4(10)

42 (30)
51 (36)
32 (22)
15 (10)

17(40)
14 (33)
10 (24)
1 (2)

53 (37)
51 (36)
38 (27)
1 (1)

15 (36)
18(43)
7(17)
1 (2)
1 (2)

46 (32)
59 (41)
29 (20)
4(3)
1 (1)

10 (24)
9(21)
9(21)
6(14)
8(19)

20 (14)
26(19)
29 (21)
22 (16)
42 (30)

Ruminations with positive growth, transgression severity and impact
As noted, thirteen narratives were identified that display some element of positive
growth subsequent or related to the transgression experienced. Again, some of these also
displayed a depressive and/or anger-rumination theme. As demonstrated by Table 19, the
majority of these individuals had reported the severity of their transgression to be high
(n = 7) followed by an equal number reporting very high (n =3) and moderate (n =3). A
similar distribution was found also for Criteria-based Transgression Severity ratings (very
large, n = 6; large, n = 5; medium, n = 5). None of these individuals had reported low or
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very low transgression severity. The majority (n = 8) also indicate considerable impact
followed by major impact (n = 5) and none some impact, little impact or no impact.
Furthermore, when compared to the pattern of percentages in the overall sample, those
whose ruminations displayed a theme of positive growth do not appear to be unique or
different in a systematic way in terms of transgression severity, subjective and objective
ratings, or impact.

TABLE 19
Results of associations between ruminations with positive growth, transgression severity
and impact (n= 13; Total sample, N = 139)____________________________________
Variable
Frequency (Percentage)
Total Sample
Subjective Transgression Severity
Very High
High
Moderate
Low & Very Low
Criteria-based Transgression Severity
Very Large
Large
Medium
Small/Very Small
(Subjective) Level o f Impact
Major impact
Considerable impact
Some impact
Little impact
No impact

3(23)
7(54)
3(23)
0

42 (30)
51 (36)
32 (22)
15 (10)

6(46)
5(38)
2(15)
0

53 (37)
51 (36)
38 (27)
1 (1)

5(38)
8(62)
0
0
0

46 (32)
59 (41)
29 (20)
4(3)
2 (1)
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Summary
Analyses confirmed all study hypotheses. Hypothesis 1, that transgression
severity would be significantly correlated with rumination, was supported when using all
measures of rumination and both measures of transgression severity, subjective and
criteria-based. Hypothesis 2, that transgression severity would be significantly correlated
with TRIM-18 scores, was also supported. Transgression severity, subjective and
criteria-based, was found to be significantly associated with lower likelihood to forgive
(higher TRIM-18 scores). Hypothesis 3, that rumination would be significantly
associated with likelihood to forgive, was also supported. Using all measures of
rumination, a significant positive correlation was found between rumination and TRIM18 scores (i.e., lower likelihood to forgive). Finally, Hypothesis 4 that purported a
mediation effect of rumination in the relationship between transgression severity and
likelihood to forgive, was supported. As the mediation analyses demonstrated, in some
cases, rumination was found to completely explain the association between transgression
severity and likelihood to forgive (e.g., in the case of when state rumination was paired
with subjective transgression severity ratings). As noted previously, complete mediation
is demonstrated statistically when the relationship between the predictor (in this case,
subjective transgression severity) and the dependent variable (likelihood to forgive) is no
longer significant after the effects of the mediator (i.e. state rumination) are taken into
account (MacKinnon et al, 2002). In other words, the results supporting complete
mediation suggest the reason why severe transgressions are less likely to be forgiven is
explained by ruminating about the transgressions. In some instances, rumination was
found to only partially mediate the relationship between transgression severity and
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forgiveness (e.g., state vengeful rumination when using criteria-based transgression
severity ratings). As noted, partial mediation models appear more realistic in psychology
research given that a single mediator is rarely expected to completely explain the
relationship between an independent and a dependent variable.
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D ISC U SSIO N

In sum, whichever way rumination was measured, the results suggest that one
way transgression severity works to hinder forgiveness is through rumination. This
seems to apply to both trait and state rumination. This finding that rumination is
associated with more severe transgressions, and a resulting lower likelihood to forgive,
has a number of clinical implications. In the following section, some of these clinical
implications will be discussed preceded by a discussion on transgression severity and
possible mechanisms by which rumination acts as a mediator.
Transgression Severity
Transgression severity, referring to the appraisal of wrong and/or hurt related to a
transgression, is a significant construct from a clinical as well as research perspective.
Subjective transgression severity captures an individual’s experience of a difficult
situation or transgression. From a clinical perspective, a client’s perception of an
experience is integral in the therapy process. Regardless of the therapeutic approach
endorsed, the client’s “take” on an experience is often the building block of any
intervention.
From a research perspective, the ability to predict an outcome such as
unforgiveness from another variable like transgression severity is important in enhancing
theory and knowledge. While previous research has consistently reported on
transgression severity’s negative relationship with forgiveness (e.g., Boon , & Sulsky,
1997), the operationalization of transgression severity has in previous research solely
relied on individuals’ self-reports. Furthermore, the assessment of transgression severity
has most frequently been based on a single item measuring the hurt experienced, inherent
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wrongness of another’s doing and/or consequent harm of the action. In fact, assessment
of transgression severity has lacked a consistent operationalization and has, as noted,
been confounded with other variables such as notions of responsibility or blame assigned
(e.g., Bradfield, & Aquino, 1999).
In this study, transgression severity, assessed by a single item measure of the hurt
experienced (i.e. subjective transgression severity) and a free-response measure
(i.e., Criteria-based Transgression Severity), allowed for a more thorough examination of
the construct. It should be noted that the term “objective” may be slightly misleading
given that participants’ self-reports were used to obtain the severity coding. This is
acceptable, however, given that the goal is not to replace or undermine an individual’s
subjective experience or appraisal of a wrong they experienced. Rather, the inclusion of
a free-response measure used to obtain the Criteria-based Transgression Severity ratings
was designed to measure the experiences of each participant. In addition, inclusion of
this complementary measure of transgression severity enhances our understanding by
highlighting discrepancies, if any, with self-reports of transgression severity. Further,
from a clinical and research perspective, the inclusion of this measure allows for an
additional and/or alternative assessment of severity through the use of a coding scale.
The high percent agreement between the coders as well as the high correlation found
between participants’ self-reports of transgression severity and judges’ independent
ratings, provides preliminary support for the validity and reliability of the coding scale.
Thus, the goal of this study was to expand on the current state of knowledge on
transgression severity from a research perspective, and from a clinical perspective
examine the relationship between transgression severity, rumination and forgiveness.
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The results showed that when using participants’ subjective appraisals of the
severity of the transgression experienced, subjective transgression severity, rumination
was found to completely mediate the relationship to likelihood to forgive in a statistical
context. Thus statistically, the more severe the rating of a transgression, the greater the
degree of state rumination. In this study, it was concluded that rumination, rather than
transgression severity, was affecting likelihood to forgive. When using Criteria-based
Transgression Severity as the predictor, however, only state rumination about the
transgression was found to be a partial mediator. Thus, there may be some important
differences in the relationship of subjective and Criteria-based Transgression Severity,
rumination, and likelihood to forgive.
Rumination mediating the relationship o f severe transgressions and unforgiveness
The results of this study provided support for a mediating role of rumination in
varying degrees in the relationship between transgression severity and likelihood to
forgive. The formal testing of the mediation effect of rumination supported a complete
mediation model of state rumination, when using both the DRS subset as well as the IES.
When using objective ratings of transgression severity, state (vengeful) rumination was
found to be a partial mediator in its relationship to likelihood to forgive. Thus, the results
strongly support the conclusion that whichever way rumination and transgression severity
is assessed, rumination provides a good explanation of the relationship between the
likelihood of unforgiving.
What this may mean in a practical context is that severe offenses may more
readily lend themselves to rumination or repeated thinking about the offense and/or
perseverating on emotions associated with the offense. This rumination interferes with a
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forgiveness process associated with motivations for revenge and avoidance and lack of
benevolence. The more severe a transgression is appraised, the greater the likelihood of
rumination and the lower the likelihood to forgive (see Figure 8). This association
between transgression severity and rumination can be said to be intuitive on one level. It
may be the case that rumination is not a good predictor when transgression severity is
low.
An alternative way of interpreting the results is that rumination or the repeated
thinking of an offense leads to higher appraisals of transgression severity, and
consequently a lower likelihood to forgive (also shown in Figure 8). This interpretation
would explain the absence of significant mediation effects when using Criteria-based
Transgression Severity ratings, except in the case of vengeful state rumination (assessed
by the DRS subset). That is, Criteria-based Transgression Severity ratings are less likely
to be influenced by participants’ rumination. In contrast, it is possible for increasing
rumination about a transgression to affect (subjective) transgression severity ratings and,
consequently, affect likelihood to forgive.
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FIGURE 8
Possible mechanisms of how rumination is related to severe transgressions and affects
likelihood to forgive.

Increased
Rumination

Severe transgressions

Lower likelihood to forgive

Clinical Implications
As noted, the findings that transgression severity predicts rumination and a lower
likelihood to forgive, and that rumination partially and/or completely explains this
relationship, are important in the context of clinical intervention and trauma recovery.
While the severity of a transgression, be it an individuals’ subjective appraisal or
objective rating, is not amenable to change, the degree of rumination as well as the
ruminative content is amenable to intervention.
That the results of the current study provide evidence that rumination plays a
significant role in forgiveness processes, over and above the association between
rumination and other psychiatric conditions like depression, provides preliminary
evidence that therapists working with clients reporting severe transgressions may notice
more likelihood to forgive through working on modifying their rumination. Forgiveness
interventions may consequently benefit from addressing repetitive and intrusive
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maladaptive thought patterns and employing specific strategies targeting rumination.
Clients may not spontaneously report ruminating, and thus therapists should inquire about
their client’s thought patterns and initiate work on reducing rumination.
It is important to note, however, that clients may not be motivated to stop
ruminating on their own. Individuals may view their rumination as an adaptive coping
strategy and find rumination consoling. They may feel that mentally rehearsing the event
and the accompanying emotions somehow punish the offender. However, this logic is
clearly flawed given the offender is unaware of the inner thoughts of the individual. In
fact, some researchers have confirmed that rumination is influenced by meta-cognitive
beliefs or beliefs about thinking which may include perceived benefit and/or
disadvantages. Similar perceived benefits have been noted by research in the field of
worry (Borkovec, & Lyonfields, 1993). For example, Watkins and Baracaia (2001) using
a sample of 61 participants inquired about the reasons they ruminate through open-ended
interview questions. Approximately 80 % reported at least one perceived benefit of
rumination (Watkins, & Baracaia, 2001). The most frequently reported benefits were that
rumination increased self-awareness, understanding of their negative mood, and
prevented future mistakes. Thus, positive meta-cognitive beliefs like “rumination helps
me to solve problems” and/or “rumination helps me make sense of past events” maintain
the rumination. In addition, rumination may be exacerbated by negative m eta-cognitive
beliefs such as “I can’t control rumination”. Thus, rumination may initially be a strategic
response deliberately chosen to manage difficult situations and may in fact be helpful
initially. However, with time and repetition, rumination may become automatic and
intrusive. It is at this time that rumination becomes problematic for healing.
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Rumination may give the person a sense of control if it is believed that rumination
can help solve current problems or gain insight into past or present difficulties. The
qualitative analyses of ruminative content reported, while exploratory, did in fact suggest
a functional role of participants’ ruminations. For example, the theme of positive
gain/growth found may suggest a perceived function of rumination in gaining insight
while the theme of revenge or anger-focused ruminations found may suggest a perceived
function of rumination in helping to solve current problems (e.g., getting even with a
transgressor). Furthermore, beliefs that rumination has merit and is effective for solving
problems may be intermittently reinforced by occasional perceived successes when in
fact, rumination minimizes the effectiveness of problem solving. Further, despite these
perceived benefits of rumination, rumination hinders forgiveness and as the research
consistently reports rumination is associated with a number of deleterious mental health
variables. Rumination has been increasingly recognized as an important component of
psychiatric conditions, including depression and generalized anxiety disorder. For
example, rumination in the context of depression focuses on a repetitive analysis of past
failures and negative mood.

Rumination in the context of worry alternatively focuses on

the analysis of future misfortunes, failures and goals not achieved.
In the context of intervention, knowledge of the benefits of rumination perceived
by a client would be useful. Therapy could aim to achieve these benefits by alternate
means, making the rumination ineffective. Furthermore, specific strategies targeting
rumination can be implemented. An approach known as Rumination-focused Cognitive
Behavior Therapy (Watkins, 2001) targets rumination specifically in a number of ways.
For example, using a functional analytic approach, clients are helped to distinguish
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between helpful rumination about a negative self-experience from unhelpful rumination.
Clients are also taught how to recognize warning signs for rumination, develop
alternative strategies and contingency plans, and alter environmental and behavioral
contingencies maintaining rumination (i.e., make them less automatic). According to
Watkins, instead of rumination which is passive, abstract and often evaluative, an
important therapy focus is encouraging thoughts and behaviors that are “action-focused,
concrete, specific and directly engaged in experience” (summarized as ACES: Action,
Concrete, Experiential & Specific; Watkins, 2004). While Watkins has talked about this
approach in the context of treatment of residual depression, these strategies targeting
rumination would be similarly applicable in the context of forgiveness intervention given
the central role that rumination plays. It is important to note that the preliminary nature
of the present findings and study limitations make the implications for clinical practice
necessarily speculative.
Limitations and Future Directions
One group of limitations of the present study concerns the self-report nature of the
measures used. The use of self-report measures is supported by the assumption that
people have direct access to their internal responses, and that they are willing to give an
accurate report of them which is not necessarily true. In addition, self-reports increase
the risk of reconstruction biases (e.g., Brewer, 1986; Conway, 1996) or other biases as a
result of transparent items. To address this limitation of response biases and item
transparency, researchers sometimes prefer to use scales that include filler items and/or
items specifically assessing response biases. In this study, only the DissipationRumination Scale included (5) filler items. In addition, to overcome these problems with
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self-report measures, more reliance on performance, psycho-physiological and/or
neuro-anatomical measures has been encouraged. Future research may consequently
benefit from including some performance measures of rumination to supplement selfreport measures. This would enable researchers to examine the correlation between the
self-report and objective measures and possibly provide a greater degree of confidence in
the data.
A second limitation of the present study relates to the sample representativeness.
This study utilized a convenience undergraduate sample which although is acceptable
given that issues of forgiveness are relevant among adolescents, may pose some
generalizability issues. Consequently, it is impossible to rule out without a comparison
sample whether unknown characteristics of this sample were responsible for any
systematic variance in the data obtained. Further, the majority of the sample were
Caucasian females (n = 106) with more than half identifying their religious affiliation as
Christian. Therefore, care must be taken in generalizing these findings to the population
at large. It is possible that rumination mediates the (negative) relationship between
transgression severity and likelihood to forgive only in this small sample of individuals in
their first, second, third and fourth year of university studies. Also, given the small
sample of males obtained (n = 22) and composite data analyses, future research using an
adequate sample of both men and women would be required to conduct a more thorough
examination of possible gender differences.
A third possible limitation of this study concerns the inclusion of different types
of transgressions and different types of relationships with transgressors. This again may
affect the generalizability of the results to other specific transgressions and/or within
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specific types of relationships. The decision to allow participants to report on various
transgressions in a free format was motivated by a desire to obtain ecologically valid
information as well a desire to examine the relationships between the study variables with
as few boundary limitations as possible.
Several features of this study represent methodological improvements over past
research. One improvement is the operationalization of transgression severity in terms of
both an objective as well as a subjective assessment. As noted, while the measure of
Criteria-based Transgression Severity should be considered exploratory, the use of
predetermined coding criteria, 2 judge ratings and obtaining adequate interrater reliability
provide support for its validity and reliability, which can be confirmed by future
replication studies.
A second, related methodological improvement was the enhanced
operationalization of rumination. Rumination was assessed by the self report Revised
Impact of Events Scale, and the Dissipation Rumination Scale designed to measure more
trait-like tendencies for rumination. To supplement this, the subset items of the
Dissipation Rumination Scale were modified and included to assess a more state form of
rumination. Finally, the inclusion of an open format rumination narrative provided
insights into the nature of the ruminative content which allowed for qualitative analyses
that are impossible with self-report forced measures.
Lastly, although the mediation analyses were significant, prudence should be used
interpreting the results. Rumination was found to be a statistically significant mediator
between transgression severity and likelihood to forgive. However, the strength of the
indirect effect was weak. In other words, rumination accounted for a limited amount of
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the variance in the transgression severity and likelihood to forgive relationship.
Nonetheless, this study adds to the knowledge base of how transgression severity hinders
likelihood to forgive by implicating rumination as a mediator. Replication of the findings
is necessary before firm conclusions about the mechanisms of forgiveness can be drawn.
Future research should examine what other factors, besides rumination, may be
implicated in the (negative) relationship between transgression severity and likelihood to
forgive. This may include an examination of possible moderators, like the contextual
factors of relationship closeness or commitment, which may also be implicated in the
relationship between transgression severity, rumination and likelihood to forgive. Future
research may also attempt to replicate these findings with multiple forgiveness measures.
Finally, future research specifically examining ruminative content including the reasons
people endorse for ruminating in terms of the perceived benefits as well as the perceived
disadvantages of discontinuing the rumination would be useful. It is possible that the
more severe a transgression is appraised to be and consequently more rumination
motivated by a search for meaning, the more likely one is to forgive and “let go” of the
injury.
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APPENDIX I
Consent Form
CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE IN RESEARCH
Title of Study: “Thinking about difficult interpersonal situations”
You are asked to participate in a research study conducted by Wegdan Hanna, graduate
student, and Dr. Robert Orr, Psychology faculty, from the Department of Psychology at
the University of Windsor. The results of the study will be used in partial fulfilment of
the Masters Thesis requirements of Wegdan Hanna.
After reading each point, indicate that you understand each point by clicking the box. If
you understand and agree to participate in the study, please click the box "I consent to
Participate" at the bottom of the page. If you have any questions contact the principal
researcher via e-mail: hannaw@uwindsor.ca

1. General purpose.
This study is interested in understanding how people think about difficult interpersonal
situations that have occurred in the past.
^

I understand

2. Procedures.
If I volunteer to participate in this study, I will be asked to do the following things:
For the purpose of this study, I will be asked to complete the study questionnaire which
includes demographic information and questions (e.g., thoughts, feelings and behaviours)
related to an experience I had where I was emotionally and/or psychologically hurt.
I understand

3. Risks.
There are only minimal risks involved in reading and responding to the study
questionnaire. The questions will ask me to recall, describe and report on an experience I
had in which someone wronged me in some way. This may cause temporary discomfort
and remind me of the incident. If, after responding to the study questionnaire, I
experience any unpleasant emotions and feel the need to talk to someone about these
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emotions, I can contact someone from a list that will be provided to me at the end of the
study.
n

I understand

4. Benefits and compensation.
The benefits to participating in this study may include gaining experience with how
psychological research is conducted and increasing my understanding of the study
variables. There is no monetary compensation for participation but I will receive 2
course bonus marks through the Participant Pool. The greater benefit of my participation
is contributing to the scientific literature on the study variables.

n

I understand

5. Confidentiality and Anonymity
My confidentiality will be ensured by having your questionnaire traced back to a unique
participant code and the principal investigator to credit me with the bonus marks for my
participation. All data analyses and reporting of the study results will be group based and
my individual responses will not be analyzed or reported separately.

If I disclose I am in imminent danger to myself or to someone else, the principal
investigator has the ethical and legal responsibility to breech confidentiality and protect
me and/or warn another individual.
^

I understand

6. Results of research.
The study results will be available in June 2007 on the Research Ethics Board website
under Study Results (www.uwindsor/reb).
I understand
7. Participation and withdrawal.
My participation in the study is completely voluntary and should I wish to withdraw from
the study at any time, there will be no consequences of any kind. I will receive the
standard points (1 point) established by the Participant Pool policies for my intent to
participate. I will receive 2 points for completing the study.

n

I understand

8. Rights of research subjects
I may withdraw my consent at any time and discontinue participation without penalty as
described above. It is also my right to not answer any question (s).
I understand that this study has been reviewed and received ethics clearance through the
University of Windsor Research Ethics Board.
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If I have questions regarding my rights as a research subject, I can contact the
Research Ethics Coordinator, University of Windsor, Windsor, Ontario, N9B 3P4;
telephone: 519-253-3000, ext. 3916; e-mail: lbunn@uwindsor.ca.
^

I understand

9. Subsequent use of data
This data may be used in subsequent studies.
confidentiality and anonymity will be ensured.

If used in subsequent studies, my

^ I consent to the subsequent use of the data
subsequent use of the data

^

I do not consent to the

Click here to indicate that you voluntarily consent to participate in the research project.
^

I consent to participate
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APPENDIX II
Questionnaire
Gender

□

n

Male

□

Female

Transgender
Age (in years)________
First year university

Highest level of education

Second year university
Third year university
Fourth year university

□

Masters degree
Ph.D. or equivalent

Please specify program:
African Canadian/African American

Ethnic background

Asian
Arab
Caucasian
Hispanic
Native
a

Other (please specify):___________

What is your religious affiliation or spiritual orientation?
^

n

□

Christian
Jewish
Muslim
Buddhist
Hindu
Agnostic
Atheist
Other (please specify):___
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How frequently do you participate in communal religious or spiritual services (e.g.,
attending service at place of worship, group meetings or other situations of
communal activity?) (Please check one)
□

daily

□

several times a week

n
r

once a week

n

once a month
2-3 times a year

n
n

once a year

not at all
How frequently do you participate in private or personal religious or spiritual
practices (e.g., meditation, prayer, visualization, reading, etc.) (Please check one!

^

several times a week

^

once a week

^

once a month

^

2-3 times a year

^

once a year

^ not at all
Indicate your relationship to an organized religion or spiritual group (Please check
one)
^

active participation, high level of involvement
regular participation, some involvement
identification with religion or spiritual group, very
limited or no involvement

^

no identification, participation or involvement with
religious or spiritual group

^

disdain and negative reaction to religion or spiritual
tradition
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A “transgression” is defined as an event or experience that occurs in relationships in
which one person feels the other did something that is hurtful, painful and/or harmful to
the other. Transgressions vary in type and intensity.
Please take a moment now and think of a time in which you felt wronged, offended
and/or hurt by another individual in the past 12 months.
Please provide the initials of the person here:_______
Take a few minutes now and describe in the space provided below a minimum of 50
words and a maximum of 200 words what this person
(insert initials here) did
that you found offensive and/or hurtful.
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Some people tend to go over certain scenarios related to their transgression over and over
again. Sometimes people think about what happened in the past while others might think
about imagined situations in the past or future.
Take a few minutes now to write down some of the things that you go over when you
spend time thinking about the experience you had with person_______(insert initials
here).
Try to include your thoughts, feelings and any images you get when you think about it
which may be about the past, present, or future, and could be related to yourself, the
other person or other relationships.
Do not worry about grammar or spelling, just let your thoughts flow. Your answer is
strictly confidential.

How frequent do you have these thoughts, feelings and/or images you described?
n
a
n
□
c
several times
Once a day Every several
Once a week Once a month
a day
days

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.

Rumination, transgression severity and forgiveness 115
How long ago did this transgression occur?
^

less than 1 week ago

^

less than 1 month ago

^

1 month ago or more

^

4-6 months ago

^

6-12 months ago

Please specify approximate time of offense:______

How would you rate the level of transgression/offensive and/or hurtful behavior that
person_______(insert initials here) committed?

Very Low

Low

Moderate

High

Very High

□

□

3

5

How would you rate the impact that the behavior of person_____ (insert initials here)
had on you?
Little impact

Some impact

□

□

1

2

No impact

o

Considerable impact

Major

n
3

□
4

How would you describe your relationship with person
H u
m
Family
^
ri

□
□

5

(insert initials here)?

Friend
Acquaintance
Romantic partner (boy/girlfriend,
spouse)
Work colleague, peer student or

supervisor
O ther (e.g., teacher, doctor, nurse, neighbor,
etc.)

Other (please specify):
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How long did you know person_______(insert initials here)?
^

1 month or less

Several months

n

6-12 months

^

One year or more

^

Several years

Please specify approximate time you had known person

How close would you describe your relationship with person
BEFORE the transgression?
1
not at all close

2
somewhat close

3
close

How close would you define your relationship with person
AFTER the transgression?

□
1
not at all close

□
2
somewhat close

1
not at all committed

□
2
somewhat committed

3
close

somewhat committed

4
very close

(insert initials here)

□
4
very close

(insert initials here)

□

C
3
committed

How committed were you to your relationship with person
AFTER the transgression?
□
1
3
not at all committed

(insert initials here)

□

How committed were you to your relationship with person
BEFORE the transgression?

□

(insert initials):

committed

4
very committed

(insert initials here)

very committed
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Did this person commit other offenses in the relationship previously?
If so, how many?

n

^

No*"" Yes

1 other offense

! 2-4 other offenses
more than 4 other offenses
Are you in contact with this individual at present?

No

Yes

□~ No n~ Yes

Did this person offer a verbal apology?

n

If so, did you feel it was sincere

No

r

Yes

For the following questions, please indicate your current thoughts and feelings
about
(insert initials here), the person who hurt you. Use the following scale
to indicate your agreement with each of the statements.
1
Strongly Disagree

2
Disagree

I’ll make him/her p a y P
1

□
2

3
Neutral

□
3

□
4

I keep as much distance between us as possible.

4
Agree

5
Strongly Agree

□
5
^□
1

□

□

2

3

n

r
4

5

4

5

Even though his/her actions hurt me, I still have good will for him/her.

□
1

n □
2

3

□ □
4

5

I wish that something bad would happen to him/her.
1

□

□

2

3

I live as if he/she doesn’t exist, isn’t around.
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I want us to bury the hatchet and move forward with our relationship.
C
□
4
1

□

I don’t trust him/her.
3

4

Despite what he/she did, I want us to have a positive relationship again.

□
1

□ □
2

3

□ □
4

5

I want him/her to get what he/she deserves.

□

□

□

□

□

1

2

3

4

5

□

□

□

n

c

1

2

3

4

5

I find it difficult to act warmly toward him/her.

I avoid him/her.

□

n

1

2

o
3

o

n
4

5

Although he/she hurt me, I put the hurts aside so we could resume our relationship.

□

□ □ o n

1

2

3

4

5

I am going to get even.
1

□

□

2

3

I forgive him/her for what he/she did to me.

4

5

□
2

4

5

3

4

I cut off the relationship with him/her.
1

2
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I have released my anger so I could work on restoring our relationship to health.
1

2

4

3

5

I want to see him/her hurt and miserable.

I withdraw from him/her.

□ □

□

n

n

1

3

4

5

2

□

c

□

r

r

1

2

3

4

5

Thinking of the transgression you experienced by person
_(insert initials
here), use the following scale to answer the following questions.
5 = completely true for me
4 = fairly true for me
3 = true to a certain extent
2 = false to a certain extent
1 = fairly false for me
0 = completely false for me

n

□

n

G

3
□

4
□

5
□

0
2
1
3
4
I still remember the offense and its details of this person, even after many years.

5

□

I will never help this person who wronged me.
0

I will always remember the injustice of this person. ^

|" "" ^

|

0

1

I;

p

1

□

2

□

^mmr

2

3

4

5

When I am outraged, the more I think about of what this person did, the angrier I feel.
I""
^MMU!

0

1

2

j" ™

3

4

j<aaH^

5

Sometimes I can’t sleep because of the wrong this person did to me.

□
0

□
5
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Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and traits.
Read each item and decide whether the statement is TRUE or FALSE as it pertains
to you personally.
TRUE
FALSE
I never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble.

^

^

I have never intensely disliked anyone.
There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune
of others.
I would never think of letting someone else be punished for my
wrong doings.
I sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way.
There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in
authority even though I knew they were right.
I am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable.
When I don’t know something I don’t at all mind admitting it.
I can remember “playing sick” to get out of something.
I am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me.
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Below is a list of comments made by people after stressful life events. Please check
each item, indicating how frequently these comments were true for you AFTER
THE TRANGSRESSION. If they did not occur during that time, please mark the
“Not At All” column.

Not at all Rarely

n

I thought about it when I didn’t mean to

*

I avoided letting myself get upset when

n

I thought about it or was reminded of it.

r

I tried to remove it from memory.

F

n

1.■

□

F

F

n

n

I stayed away from reminders of it.

F

I tried not to talk about it.
Pictures about it popped into my mind.

n

'

I had dreams about it.

n

r

n

1

n

I had waves of strong feelings about it.

Often

c

D

I had trouble falling asleep or staying asleep,
because of pictures or thoughts about it
that came into my mind.

I felt as if it hadn’t happened, or it
wasn’t real.

Sometimes

i~

n

n

n

n

c

r

□

11

1

s

r

r

F
□

F

r
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□

n

feelings about it, but I didn’t deal with them. fj

□

Other things kept making me think about it.

ij

I was aware that I still had a lot of

I tried not to think about it.

Any reminder brought back feelings
about it.

□

□

□
□

My feelings about it were kind of numb.

Using the following scale, indicate the response which reflects your first reaction to
each statement by placing an appropriate number before each time. Please do not
leave out any item and be spontaneous and accurate as much as possible within the
limits of choices offered below:
5 = completely true for me 4 = fairly true for me
3 = true to a certain extent
2 = false to a certain extent 1 = fairly false for me
0 = completely false for me

I never help those who do me wrong.

^
0

I will always remember the injustices I have suffered.

^
1

D
0

2

□
1

3

□
2

4

□
3

5

□
4

5

The more time that passes, the more satisfaction I get from revenge.
f™™^

0

| <ihhi'

1

2

p

3

^ iiiiw^

4

5
wmrnrnr^

mmm;

annm.

mmmm*

Miami;

It is easy for me to establish good relationships with people.
0

It takes many years for me to get rid of a grudge.

1

□
0

2

□
1

MMMM«

3

O
2

MMMM*

4

I”
3

D
4

fO""*

When somebody offends me, sooner or later I retaliate.

5

5
M

1
0

1

2
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I do not forgive easily once I am offended.
0

1

WMMM?

2
gMMM*

3
gMMH*

4
MMW

5
MHHMP

I often bite my fingernails.
0

I won’t accept excuses for certain offenses.

1

n
0

2

3

4

n n n
1

2

3

5

n
4

5

I hold a grudge, for a very long time, towards people who have offended me.

n n □
0

1

□

2

n

3

4

5

1 remain aloof towards people who annoy me, in spite of any excuses.

n □ o
0

1

n

2

3

n
4

5

1 can remember very well the last time I was insulted.

n

n n n

r~

0

1

2

3

4

5

0

1

2

3

4

5

r-!

r

4

5

I am not upset by criticism.

I enjoy people who like jokes.

n
0

ri
1

in
2

3

I still remember the offenses I have suffered, even after many years.

n □ □ n

0

1

2

3

n

4

5

If somebody harms me, I am not at peace until I can retaliate.

□ □ □ □

□

0

5

1

2

3

4

When I am outraged, the more I think about it, the angrier I feel.
j»

0

1

2

I

jiw w ;

3

jn n im

4

5
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I like people who are free.

□ □ n □ r
0 1 2 3 4 5

I am often sulky.

n n n n r
0 1 2 3 4 5

Sometimes I can’t sleep because of a wrong done to me.

n n n n r
0 1 2 3 4 5

Blow are 21 groups of statements. Please read each group of statements carefully, and
then pick out the one statement in each group that best describes the way you have been
feeling during the past two weeks, including today. Click the number beside the
statement you have picked. If several statements in the group seem to apply equally well,
click the highest number of that group. Be sure that you do not choose more than one
statement for any group.
Sadness
0

c

I do not feel sad.

1

c

I feel sad much of the time.

2

r

I am sad all the time.

3

r

I am so sad or unhappy that I can’t stand it.

Pessimism
0

I am not discouraged about my future.

1

I feel more discouraged about my future than I used to be.

2

I do not expect things to work out for me.

3

I feel my future is hopeless and will only get worse.
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Past Failure
0 ^

I do not feel like a failure.

1 P

i kave faiiecj more than I should have.

2

As I look back, I see a lot of failures.

3

I feel I am a total failure as a person.

Loss of Pleasure
0 ^

I get as much pleasure as I ever did from the things I enjoy.

1 ^

I don’t enjoy things as much as I used to.

2

P I get very little pleasure from the things I used toenjoy.

3

I can’t get any pleasure from the things I used toenjoy.

Guilty Feelings
0 □

i don’t feei particularly guilty.

1 P

I feej gmity over many things I have done or should have done,

2

n

3

I feel quite guilty most of the time.
I feel guilty all of the time.

Punishment Feelings
0

P

I don’t feel I am being punished.

1 ^

I feel I may be punished.

2

I expect to be punished.

3

I feel I am being punished.
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Self-Dislike
0

□ i feei

1
2

same about myself as ever.

I have lost confidence in myself,
r-j

3 □

I am disappointed in myself.
i

myself

Self-Criticalness
0

I don’t criticize or blame myself more than usual.

1 ^

I am more critical of myself than I used to be.
criticize myself for all of my faults.

2 ^ 1

3 ^ 1 blame myself for everything bad that happens.
Suicidal Thoughts or Wishes
0
1

f—

I don’t have any thoughts of killing myself.

^ I have thoughts of killing myself but I would not carry them out.
would like to kill myself

2 ^ 1

3

I would kill myself if I had the chance.

Crying
0

n

I don’t cry anymore than I used to.

1

^ I cry more than I used to.

2

^ I cry over every little thing.

3

Cl i feei iike crying, but I can’t.
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Agitation
—

0

I am no more restless or wound up than usual.

1 ^

I feel more restless or wound up than usual.

2 ^

I am so restless or agitated that it’s hard to stay still.

3 ^

I am so restless or agitated that I have to keep moving or doing something.

Loss of Interest
0

r~

1

I have not lost interest in other people or activities.
I am less interested in other people or things than before.

2 ^ 1

3

have lost most of my interest in other people or things.
It’s hard to get interested in anything.

Indecisiveness
0

I make decisions about as well as ever.

1

I find it more difficult to make decisions than usual.

2
3

H

~ I have much greater difficulty in making decisions than I used to.

P I have trouble making any decisions.

Worthlessness
0

n

I do not feel I am worthless.

1 □

I don’t consider myself as worthwhile and useful as I used to.

2 □

i feej more worthless as compared to other people.

3

n

I feel utterly worthless.
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Loss of Energy
0

I have as much energy as ever.

1 I”

I have less energy than I used to have.

2 ^ 1

don’t have enough energy to do very much.

3 ^ 1 don’t have enough energy to do anything.
Changes in Sleeping Pattern
0

I have not experienced any change in mysleeping pattern.

la □
lb

n

j sieep somewhat more than usual.
I sleep somewhat less than usual.

2a ^

I sleep a lot more than usual.

2b D

j sieep a i0t iess than usual.

3a

f"

3b

I sleep most of the day.
I wake up 1-2 hours early and can’t get back to sleep.

Irritability
0

n

I am no more irritable than usual.

1 ^

I am more irritable than usual.

2

^

I am much more irritable than usual.

3

^

I am irritable all the time.
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Changes in Appetite
0

c

I have not experienced any change in my appetite.

la

n

My appetite is somewhat less than usual.

lb

n

My appetite is somewhat greater than usual.

2a

n

My appetite is much less than before.

2b

n

My appetite is much greater than usual.

3a

n

I have no appetite at all.

3b

c

I crave food all the time.

Concentration Difficulty
0 C
1 ^ 1

2

n

3

I can concentrate as well as ever.
can’t concentrate as well as usual,
It’s hard to keep my mind on anything for very long.
I find I can’t concentrate on anything.

Tiredness or Fatigue
0

n

I am no more tired or fatigued than usual.

1 ^

I get more tired or fatigued more easily than usual.

2 ^

I am too tired or fatigued to do a lot of the things I used to do.

3

n

I am too tired or fatigued to do most o the things I used to do.

Loss of Interest in Sex
0 r

I have not noticed any recent change in my interest in sex.

1 ^

I am less interested in sex than I used to be.

2

I am much less interested in sex now.

3 ^ 1 have lost interest in sex completely.
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APPENDIX III
Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Scale, 18-item Form (TRIM-18;
McCullough,1998)
For the following questions, please indicate your current thoughts and feelings about the
person who hurt you. Use the following scale to indicate your agreement with each of
the statements.
1
2
3
4
5
Strongly
Disagree

Disagree

Neutral

Agree

Strongly
Agree

I. I’ll make him/her pay.
2 . 1 keep as much distance between us as possible.

3. Even though his/her actions hurt me, I still have good will for him/her.
4 .1 wish that something bad would happen to him/her.
5 .1 live as if he/she doesn’t exist, isn’t around.
6 . 1 want us to bury the hatchet and move forward with our relationship.

7 .1 don’t trust him/her.
8 . Despite what he/she did, I want us to have a positive relationship again.

9. I want him/her to get what he/she deserves.
1 0 . 1 find it difficult to act warmly toward him/her.
I I . 1 avoid him/her.

12. Although he/she hurt me, I put the hurts aside so we could resume our
relationship.
13.1 am going to get even.
14.1 forgive him/her for what he/she did to me.
15.1 cut off the relationship with him/her.
16.1 have released my anger so I could work on restoring our relationship to health.
17.1 want to see him/her hurt and miserable.
18.1 withdraw from him/her.
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APPENDIX IV
Revised Impact of Event Scale (Horowitz, Wilner, & Alvarez, 1979)
Below is a list of comments made by people
after stressful life events. Please check each
item, indicating howfrequently these comments
were true for you AFTER THE
TRANGSRESSION. I f they did not occur
during that time, please mark the “Not At All”
column.
1. I thought about it when I didn’t mean to
2 . I avoided letting myself get upset when I
thought about it or was reminded of it.
3. I tried to remove it from memory.
4. I had trouble falling asleep or staying
asleep, because of pictures or thoughts
about it that came into my mind.
5. I had waves of strong feelings about it.
6 . I had dreams about it.
7. I stayed away from reminders of it.
8. I felt as if it hadn’t happened, or it wasn’t
real.
9. I tried not to talk about it.
10 . Pictures about it popped into my mind.
11 . Other things kept making me think about
it.
12 . I was aware that I still had a lot of
feelings about it, but I didn’t deal with
them.
13. I tried not to think about it.
14. Any reminder brought back feelings about
it.
15. My feelings about it were kind of numb.

FR EQ U EN C Y

Not at All

Rarely
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APPENDIX V
Beck Depression Inventory II
Below are 21 groups of statements. Please read each group of statements carefully, and
then pick out the one statement in each group that best describes the way you have been
feeling during the past two weeks, including today. Click the number beside the
statement you have picked. If several statements in the group seem to apply equally well,
click the highest number of that group. Be sure that you do not choose more than one
statement for any group.
1 Sadness
0

I do not feel sad.

1 I feel sad much o f the time.
2

I am sad all the time.

3 I am so sad or unhappy that I can’t stand it.
2
0

Pessimism
I am not discouraged about my future.

1 I feel more discouraged about my future than I used to be.
2
3

I do not expect things to work out for me.
I feel my future is hopeless and will only get worse.

3 Past Failure
0 I do not feel like a failure.
1

I have failed more than I should have.

2 As I look back, I see a lot o f failures.
3 I feel I am a total failure as a person.
4 Loss of Pleasure
0

I get as much pleasure as I ever did from the things I enjoy.

1

I don’t enjoy things as much as I used to.

2

I get very little pleasure from the things I used to enjoy.

3

I can’t get any pleasure from the things I used to enjoy.

5

Guilty Feelings

0

I don’t feel particularly guilty.

1 I feel guilty over many things I have done or should have done.
2

I feel quite guilty most o f the time.

3

I feel guilty all of the time.
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6

Punishment Feelings

0

I don’t feel I am being punished.

1

I feel I may be punished.

2

I expect to be punished.

3

I feel I am being punished.

7

Self-Dislike

0

I feel the same about myself as ever.

1

I have lost confidence in myself.

2

I am disappointed in myself.

3

I dislike myself.

8

Self-Criticalness

0

I don’t criticize or blame myself more than usual.

1

I am more critical of myself than I used to be.

2

I criticize myself for all of my faults.

3

I blame myself for everything bad that happens.

9

Suicidal Thoughts or Wishes

0

I don’t have any thoughts o f killing myself.

1

I have thoughts of killing myself, but I would not carry them out.

2

I would like to kill myself.

3

I would kill myself if I had the chance.

10 Crying
0

I don’t cry anymore than I used to.

1

I cry more than I used to.

2

I cry over every little thing.

3

I feel like crying, but I can’t.

11 Agitation
0

I am no more restless or wound up than usual.

1

I feel more restless or wound up than usual.

2

I am so restless or agitated that it’s hard to stay still.

3

I am so restless or agitated that I have to keep moving or doing something.
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12 Loss of Interest
0

I have not lost interest in other people or activities.

1

I am less interested in other people or things than before.

2

I have lost most of my interest in other people or things.

3

It’s hard to get interested in anything.

13 Indecisiveness
0

I make decisions about as well as ever.

1

I find it more difficult to make decisions than usual.

2

I have much greater difficulty in making decisions than I used to.

3

I have trouble making any decisions.

14 Worthlessness
0

I do not feel I am worthless.

1

I don’t consider myself as worthwhile and useful as I used to.

2

I feel more worthless as compared to other people.

3

I feel utterly worthless.

15 Loss of Energy
0

I have as much energy as ever.

1

I have less energy than I used to have.

2

I don’t have enough energy to do very much.

3

I don’t have enough energy to do anything.

16 Changes in Sleeping Pattern
0

I have not experienced any change in my sleeping pattern.

la

I sleep somewhat more than usual.

lb

I sleep somewhat less than usual.

2a

I sleep a lot more than usual.

2b I sleep a lot less than usual.
3a I sleep most of the day.
3b I wake upl-2 hours early and can’t get back to sleep.
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17. Irritability
0

I am no more irritable than usual.

1

I am more irritable than usual.

2

I am much more irritable than usual.

3

I am irritable all the time.

18. Changes in Appetite
0

I have not experienced any change in my appetite.

la

My appetite is somewhat less than usual.

lb

My appetite is somewhat greater than usual.

2a

My appetite is much less than before.

2b

My appetite is much greater than usual.

3a

I have no appetite at all.

3b

I crave food all the time.

19. Concentration Difficulty
0

I can concentrate as well as ever.

1

I can’t concentrate as well as usual.

2

It’s hard to keep my mind on anything for very long.

3

I find I can’t concentrate on anything.

20. Tiredness or Fatigue
0

I am no more tired or fatigued than usual.

1

I get more tired or fatigued more easily than usual.

2

I am too tired or fatigued to do a lot of the things I used to do.

3

I am too tired or fatigued to do most o the things I used to do.

21. Loss of Interest in Sex
0

I have not noticed any recent change in my interest in sex.

1

I am less interested in sex than I used to be.

2

I am much less interested in sex now.

3

I have lost interest in sex completely.
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APPENDIX VI
Dissipation Rumination Scale (DRS; Caprara, 1986)
Using the following scale, indicate the response which reflects your first reaction to each
statement by placing an appropriate number before each time. Please do not leave out any item
and be spontaneous and accurate as much as possible within the limits of choices offered below:
5 = completely true for me
2 = false to a certain extent

4 = fairly true for me
1 = fairly false for me

3 = true to a certain extent
0 = completely false for me

1. I never help those who do me wrong.
2. I will always remember the injustices I have suffered.
3. The more time that passes, the more satisfaction I get from revenge.
4. It is easy for me to establish good relationships with people.
5. It takes many years for me to get rid of a grudge.
6 . When somebody offends me, sooner or later I retaliate.
7. I do not forgive easily once I am offended.
8 . I often bite my fingernails.
9. I won’t accept excuses for certain offenses.
10. I hold a grudge, for a very long time, towards people who have offended me.
11. I remain aloof towards people who annoy me, in spite of any excuses.
12. I can remember very well the last time I was insulted.
13. I am not upset by criticism.
14. I enjoy people who like jokes.
15. I still remember the offenses I have suffered, even after many years.
16. If somebody harms me, I am not at peace until I can retaliate.
17. When I am outraged, the more I think about it, the angrier I feel.
18.1 like people who are free.
19. I am often sulky.
20. Sometimes I can’t sleep because of a wrong done to me.
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APPENDIX VII
Marlowe-Crowne 2(10) Social Desirability Scale
Listed below are a number of statements concerning personal attitudes and traits. Read each item
and decide whether the statement is true or false as it pertains to you personally.
1 .1 never hesitate to go out of my way to help someone in trouble. (T)
2 .1 have never intensely disliked anyone. (T)
3. There have been times when I was quite jealous of the good fortune of others. (F)
4 .1 would never think of letting someone else be punished for my wrong doings. (T)
5 .1 sometimes feel resentful when I don’t get my way. (F)
6 . There have been times when I felt like rebelling against people in authority even

though I knew they were right. (F)
7 .1 am always courteous, even to people who are disagreeable. (T)
8 . When I don’t know something I don’t at all mind admitting it. (T)

9 .1 can remember “playing sick” to get out of something. (F)
10.1 am sometimes irritated by people who ask favors of me. (F)

Scoring Algorithm
For each answer the respondent provides that matches the response given above (i.e.,
T=T or F=F) assign a value of 1. For each discordant response (i.e., the respondent
provides a T in place of an F or an F in place of a T) assign a value of 0. Total score can
range from 10 (when all responses “match”) to 0 (when no responses “match”).
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APPENDIX VIII
Criteria-based Transgression Severity Coding Scale
V e ry Sm all

■No intention
■No effect on life or relationship
■No effect on trust
■Others’ knowledge nonsignificant

Sm all

■No intention
■Transient effect on relationship
■No effect on life
■No effect on trust
■Others’ knowledge nonsignificant

M edium

■Questionable intention
■Some, non-transient effect on relationship
■Transient effect on trust
■Som e effect on life
■Others’ knowledge nonsignificant

L arge

■Questionable intention
■Effect on relationship and life
■Severed trust
■Others’ knowledge significant

V e ry Large

■Blatant intention
■G reat effect on relationship and life
■Irreparable severed trust
■Others’ knowledge significant (humiliating)

•
•
•
•
•

Intention: suggestion of ‘doing it on purpose’ to hurt/harm the individual (e.g., spreading
rumors); not necessarily with the person’s knowledge (e.g., talking behind their back)
Effect on life: causing a disruption/change to one’s life
Effect on relationship: causing a disruption/change to the relationship in question; may
include a change in trust, affiliation and/or affection.
Effect on trust: implies a decrease in trust in person, may also include a change in general
trust towards other individuals.
Others’ knowledge: refers to others knowing of the transgressor’s actions (e.g., cheating)
through any means; implies an element of embarrassment, shame and/or humiliation.
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APPENDIX IX
Debriefing Letter
Dear Participant Pool Student,
Thank you for participating in the present study. The title of the Master’s thesis is “The
mediating role of rumination in the relationship between transgression severity and interpersonal
forgiveness”. The title “Thinking about difficult interpersonal situations” was used to provide
participants with a shorter title and minimize potential response biases associated with the term
“forgiveness”.
The primary purpose of the study is to explore how people think about difficult
interpersonal situations in which forgiveness may be a response option. Experiencing hurts in
our various relationships is inevitable and the vast majority of people have experienced at least
one such hurtful and/or offensive event in a relationship. According to the available research to
date, several factors may influence how we think and feel about these difficult interpersonal
situations. For instance, the more we appraise a wrong done to us as serious, the more we may
think of it and feel a particular way. Individuals vary in how they appraise, think and feel about
such difficult interpersonal situations.
To explore this variability, we asked you to provide demographic information, specifics
related to the interpersonal difficulty you experienced (e.g., what the individual did, how long
ago it occurred, what kind of relationship you had, etc.), and your thoughts and feelings related
to that experience. With this data, we will explore the relationship between the wrongs
individuals experience and their thoughts, feelings and behaviors. For example, we may test
whether aspects of the relationship such as how close or committed you were with the individual
may significantly influence your thoughts, feelings and behavior about the wrong you
experienced. The study results will be available in June 2007 on the Research Ethics Board
website (www.uwindsor.ca/reb) under Study Results.
Below you will find a list of community and on-campus services along with their contact
information. Please print off this list and contact someone should you feel sad and/or distressed
after thinking about a difficult interpersonal situation.
Thank you again for your participation.
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Resources
On-Campus Services
House on Sunset
The Psychological Services Centre
326 Sunset Ave.
Windsor, ON
(519) 253 3000 Ext. 7012
Student Counseling Centre
Room 293,2nd Floor CAW Student Centre
Windsor, ON
(519) 253-3000 Ext. 4616

Community Services
Canadian Mental Health Association
http://www.cmha-wecb.on.ca
(519) 255 7440
Catholic Family Services
http://www.cfswindsor-essex.com
(519) 254 5164
Drouillard Place
http://www.mnsi.net/~drplace
(519) 253 1073
Sandwich Community Health Centre
http://www.sandwichchc.org
(519) 258 6002
Teen Health Centre
http://www.teenhealthcentre.com
(519) 253 8481 Ext. 244

Community Crisis Centre of WindsorEssex County
(519)974 4411 Ext. 3003
Crisis Line: (519) 973-4453
Distress Centre of Windsor-Essex County
http://www.dcwindsor.com
Crisis Line: (519) 256 5000

Sexual Assault Crisis Centre
Email: sacc@wincom.net
Crisis Line: (519) 253 9667
Victim Services of Windsor & Essex
County
Email: vcarswec@iet2.net
(519) 723 2711
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APPENDIX X
Subset (5) Dissipation Rumination Scale (state measure of vengeful rumination)

Thinking of the transgression you experienced by person
following scale to answer the following questions.
5 = completely true for me
4 = fairly true for me
2 = false to a certain extent
1 = fairly false for me
I will never help this person who wronged me.

3 = true to a certain extent
0 = completely false for me

□
0

I will always remember the injustice of this person.

(insert initials here), use the

r

□
1

2

3

4

□

I still remember the offense and its details of this person, even after many years.
□
□
c
n
□
□
0
1
2
3
4
5

When I am outraged, the more I think about of what this person did, the angrier I feel.
H
D
D
□ H □
0
1
2
3
4
5

Sometimes I can’t sleep because of the wrong this person did to me.
□
n
□
n o n
0
1
2
3
4
5
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APPENDIX XI
TABLE 20
Transgression Related Contextual Factors Between-Subject Effects
Dependent Variable: TRIM-18 Score (N =
Factor
139)
F (degrees of freedom)
P
Sex
Ethnic Background
Relationship type (with transgressor)
Education Level
Time Known Transgressor
Time Since Transgression
Religious Affiliation group
Frequency Private Activities
Frequency Communal Activities
Relationship to Religious Group

1.428 (1,139)
.259 (5,134)
1.767(6,133)
2.083 (3,136)
1.051 (4,135)
1.736(4,135)
.709(7,132)
1.153 (6,133)
.300 (6,133)
.298 (4,135)
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.234
.934
.111

.105
.384
.146
.665
.335
.936
.879
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